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FOREWORD 

Consistent with its tradition of conducting quality research in the areas of leadership, 
leader development, and the personnel management of Army leaders, the U.S. Army Research 
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ART) initiated a program of research on officer 
careers and career decision-making. As part of the program, ARI developed survey instruments 
and a longitudinal database on junior Army officers, under the title "Longitudinal Research on 
Officer Careers (LROC)". Lead sponsor on this research has been the Directorate of Military 
Personnel Management, under the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

As the LROC research matured, the decision was made to transition LROC into an 
operational effort so that it could respond more directly to the operational needs of the personnel 
and leadership communities. In particular, the LROC transition was needed so that those in 
interested and relevant personnel offices could better obtain facts and information for policy and 
operational analyses and decisions. To assist in this transition, the current study was conducted 
so that: the personnel and leadership communities' needs could be identified, sample analyses 
could be carried out as guides, and suggestions could be made on how to design the LROC effort 
for an operational environment. The results of this study were briefed to representatives of the 
research and personnel communities as the final in-process review at ARI on June 7, 1995. 

ZITA M. SIMUTIS EDGAR M. JOHNSON 
Deputy Director Director 
(Science and Technology) 

in 



MONITORING THE ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF JUNIOR OFFICERS: THE 
LOmiTW1NAL%ESEARCK ON OFFICER CAREERS (LROC) SURVEY 

F.YF.CUTIVE SUMMARY 

Requirement: 

The Longitudinal Research on Officer Careers (LROC) survey is designed to assess the 
attitudes and perceptions of junior officers. The LROC was admrntstered by "J»J^ ' 989

e 
1990, and 1992 to a stratified random sample of officers comm.ss.onedI fiom 198C> o™"£J* 
latter three surveys were administered to 1,000 newly comm.ss.oned officers and to all officers 
wh  had received a survey previously. Approximately .0,000 officers^--^ed each year 
Bv obtaining information on officers' attitudes and percepnons over tune the LROC P"™>es a 
ntime vehfcle for better understanding the impact of policy and external mfluences on the career 
Eonstd did ion-making proc«5ses of Army officer, The purpose of the curren,^ study^was 
o SsSTn transitioning the LROC survey project from a research to -^"JratioS 

bv fa) assessing the needs of those working in the relevant personnel and leadership operational 
5£ W showing them how analyses of existing LROC data might be earned out to address 
IZ needs 1 (c) recommending how «he LROC survey might best be des,gned and used as an 

operational tool. 

Procedure: 

The current study comprised four substantive tasks (plus an initial management task): 

7W7- Cnnduct Somnle Analyses to show how the LROC database could be 
used to address key policy issues. The primary effort involved the development of 
a structural equation model of retention propensity and retention behavior. The 
results of this task are reported separately (Byrnes & Hoover, 1995). 

Tn.sk 3- Determine Kev Issues that were of primary concern to members of the 
personnel and leader development communities. Interviews were conducted with 
key representatives of the personnel and leader development communities.   The 
responses of interviewees were analyzed through content analysis. 

Tn^d- Analyze!.ROC Data to address a key issue raised during the 
interviews-the predictors of officer retention. The primary analysis was done by 
developing an event history model of junior officer separation behavior through the 
first four years of service. Additional analyses included a factor analysis, a cluster 
analysis, and the modeling of interindividual change. 



7V,,* <■ RonnmmendDesir» el™™ for theFutureLRQC survey project for its 

—f^a^^ TheerrletVh °P      " examining the past survey instruments, the data obtained from them, the 
K£n obLed from the mterviews in Task 3, and the lessons; learned m 
iraonnduu recommendations also reflected 
SÄS^«» P-nnei, espectally during in-process 

reviews held on this study. 

Findings: 

rw^ Key Issues. The issues of greatest interest to the ^"^XtsT/hf 

success? What are their expectations regarding achievement ot success,  no 
omStment to the Army evolve? Who is likely to cut ^/f^^^^J^ "" 

the particular experiences and perceptions of minority and female officers and others toward 

them? 

There was unanimous agreement that reports from an operational LROC project should be 

read or to garner support for the project. 

AnalvsesofLRQCData. Initially, .10 sets of LROC survey items were found to be 
acceptablelÄ as composites (or scales^==e 

the analyses. 

An analysis of interindividual change was conducted to examine whether (a) profiles of 
scores o^LROC composites overtime vaned across the o^u^^ sample, 
and (b) if so whether certain individual characteristics might account for this vacation. All 
S-Ä^c- significant variation in officer l^<^*£^ not profile 
characteristics were occasionally helpful in explaimng profile mean level differences out      p 

shape over time. 

A cluster analysis was conducted as an alternative way of examining officer score profiles 
over fime talldenfirV groups of profiles that cannot be descnbed by a monotontc fonct.cn. 

VI 



that started moderately low on propenstty and »creased dunng the last couple yea 

Event history analysis was used to -^«^^SSÄ ^S^Model 1 

rsWonTn o «he civilian joh market). High scores on the «»£»""K£Sd 

'o leave than either the ROTC scholarship or USMA commons, a findmg that ,s hkely 
confounded with service obligation. 

„ -,lrtr-ir "■-"" f"r""F"mreLR0C Amaiorpan ofthis ^ in7'Ved 

evaluating rSoC sZey design, adtnintstrauTn^ures, and data management, and 
mSrecon.inmiations on how to adjust «hem for an operauonal ™£". 
Si^SnTwere also tobe made on how to address the tssues tdenttfieI dunng die 
Ä «he representatives from «he personnel and <J*"**»™™^£ data are 

S««he survey» include both longitudinal and "special toptcs" components, and (e) 
disseminating results in brief, focused, user-friendly repons. 

Utilization: 

This report will (a) serve as partial feedback to the intetvtewees who provtdednpuuo 
this study and to their o ganizations, and (b) serve as the basts for changes to LROC procedures 
% tt""becomes^ operational survey under the Army Personnel Survey Office. 

Vll 
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x .™TTT™mr TWF ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF JUNIOR OFFICERS: 
™K.EEÄÄJÄ OFFICER CAREERS (LROC) SURVEY 

Introduction 

The U S Army Research Institute (ARI) took a large step towards increasing research on 

L™rf Project Proteus monitored the career development of the 1980 USMA class, me goai 
ZZ »toTien i fy?he process of career commitment among USMA graduates and to tdenttfy 
Sco^if, trie pfUommissioning fining of these officers" (Connelly, Duun, Phtlhps, 

Schwartz, & Harris, 1993, p. 1). 

The LROC survey is designed to assess the attitudes and P^^j^^I 
over time. By monitoring changes in officers' attitudes and perceptions, the LROCprovides a 
XeThiele for better understanding the impact of policy changes and other external influences 
on the satisfaction and career intentions/decisions of the Army officer corps. 

The LROC was administered by mail in 1988, 1989, 1990, and 1992 to a ratified random 
sample Sra^ were defined by year of commissioning, source «™*°»^£j^$ 
officers commissioned from 1980 onward. The latter three surveys were administered to 1,000 
nfwly comXioned officers and to all officers who had received a su^ey previously. 
CroxTrn^ly 10,000 officers were surveyed each year (Hams, Wochinger, Schwartz, & 

Parham, 1993). 

Information on officer perceptions and attitudes meets both theoretical and practical 
needs. Frl a theoretical perspective, the literatures of retention P^-^bTas 
lesser extent) job performance all indicate the predictive importance of such variables as 
5£^Ä^ identification, and career intention, These relationships can be used 
K^toU models of retention propensity (Teplitzky, 1991), retention behavior (Byrnes & 
Hoover 1995) and job performance. From a practical perspective, numerous members of he     • 
^rsonne and leade development communities can use information on officer Perceptions and 
aSXo monitor satisfaction with branch assignment or compare ^^f?*™» 
(Le., officer cohorts). These models and data have direct impact on Army officer policy. 

Given the potential of the LROC survey to inform Army policy, the purpose of the-current 
study was to assisi in transitioning the LROC survey project from a research to an operations 
erM— by (a) assessing the needs of those working in the relevant personnel and leadership 



Operation, areas, <b) showing «^ 

The four subsequent primary tasks were the following: 

• Is&l^nmSm&MtVf- S'^^ÄLongitudinal 

of retention propensity and retention behavior. 

*ÄS&RÄ»*I* ™de of Pre-tation 
ÄS ^"responses were summarized through content analysis. 

Task 4- AnalmLBQCDam. The primary goal of Task 4 was to address a key 
' äetstoÄi^kl interviews. ^-ohos^dent.^ 

by ÄC Sr^Syses included a factor analysis, a cluster analysts, and 

the modeling of interindividual change. 

was to assist transitiomng the LROC from a rese^ch to atop 

The results of Task 2 appear in Byrnes and Hoover (1995). The remainder of this report 

provides the results of Tasks 3 through 5. 

Determine Key Issues 

Method 

To determine key short- and long-term ^^^^^^ 



*   T, wnrqPFRWhe Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personn^(DC^ the Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
mCSOPS) Total Army Personnel Command (PERbCUM), tne 
Sä the Center for Army Leadership (CAL) included' 

DCSPER 

DAPE-MPO (Directorate of Military Personnel Management, Officers Division) 
Sustainment & Development Branch 
Accession & Distribution Branch 

DAPE-MB (Directorate of Manpower) 
Military Strength Programs Division 

DAPE-HR (Directorate of Human Resources) 
Leadership Division 

DCSQPS 

DAMO-TRZ (Training Directorate) 
Leader Development 

PF.RSCOM 

TAPC-OP (Officer Personnel Management Directorate) 
Officer Distribution Division . . 
Functional Area Management & Development Division 
Combat Arms Division 
Combat Support Division 
Combat Service Support Division 

Assistant S^tsTy of the Army 

Manpower and Reserve Affairs 

f>nter for ArmyJ^ejdershjg2 

Leadership Development Division 

In„ „ere se—. re^a S^^'^— ^ ÜT 

^I^o^Ie offices who pardcipated in n>= huervrews are Used in Append* A. 

!CAL officers participated in • conference-call phone interview. 



offices so «ha« the re^he, could ^«^^^ZTrtX^ 
LROC content. Officers were ^ *°*£™£%ZZ*I satisfaction measures. They were 
were asked to what use they would put.recu™" rSlmmating LROC results. A discussion of 
also asked about usefo. ^-^^0^^ZZTäm^AoriDs source 

Knowledge of the LROC (beyond *«X££^^£^ 
PERSCOM representatives were unfanuhar ?*<*■«££ toePERSCOM officers were 
suggestions for topics «ha. ™°^rg£Z SfÄcy implementor rather ffian 
not reluctant to be interviewed, but then P<^P«*V' ™ J interviewers raised potenttal 

I" fAs^ionS^^ and analyses, as well as 
2S «ha. we-" keying with the responsibilities of the office » quesfon. 

Results 

A content analysis of the tnterviews »££-£?£«herhat appear^with ^ 
remarkable consistency across interviewees. The most prominent 

rptpHa fnr Success 

A, a result of the drawdown and *^Ä^££.^ 

"^officers entering theÄ=r£=*i V^ve afferent«« 

option. 

CyTec=« 

believed that career expectations and timetables were uncertatn. 



m^ onn,< rin niücers strive for and accords to »hat schedule? ApP^ 
goals might include reaching 0-5 and/or reaching the 20-year mark (15 20 and 30 
were all mentioned as possible response options) in the Army. In addmon to time 
and grade, expectations or goals regarding command opportunities and their 
importance for success as an Army officer were seen as a relevant area of inquiry. 

Commitment 

The drawdown was seen as having a potentially detrimental impact on commitment or 
Loyalty "and identification with, fine Army. At issue were the effects of the '««n^-induced 
departure of colleagues and superiors on commitment and morale. More broadly there was a 
tort nteZ in eLnntag the longitudinal commitment pattern. That is, are officers ,m«ally 
S«ed W fte benefits and then "grow" to like the Army (a question that ,s -P»»*"' 
for ROTC scholarship commissions), or have they always wanted to be a soldier? Security (i*. 
fo perceived commiLn, to the officer on the part of the Army) was also seen as an important 
iid evolving topic. In particular, this rhetorical question was posed: How do you encourage a 
difficult Issfgnment (such as an overseas tour) and relocation of family when there ,s no assurance 

of a career? 

Satisfaction (Tncentives/nisincentives) 

All of those interviewed agreed that it was important to tap officer satisfaction with such 
dimensions as military culture, quality of life, job/career opportunities and security compensation 
StheTke  Repeatedly and forcefully mentioned was the need to research perceptions regarding 
and effects of the erosion of benefits (particularly retirement benefits). Evaluative comparisons 
S coSensaL levels (in cash and kind) and benefits (health, retirement, «7^^E> 
with civilian levels are needed. Satisfaction withT>enefits and compensation shoul dnot.preclude 
analyses of satisfaction with branch/functional area match and satisfaction with leadership. 

Promotion/Assignment Opportunities 

Closely related to satisfaction with branch/functional area and success criteria are 
expectations regarding career opportunities. Officers' assessments of promotion and;assignment 
(including command) opportunities are considered a prime target for the LROC In particular, 
£*Äie personnel and leader development communities were interested m Ration, 
regarding such opportunities, as well as in differences in satisfaction/commitment between officers 
Xae promoted and those who are passed over for promotion. Another issue within this 
romrwIsTonfidence in the promotion and assignment process. This latter issue is particularly 
salient given the current revision of the appraisal process. 



Retention Propensity and Behavior 

Perhaps the key criterion measure associated with the LROC is retention-both 
expectations (i.e., propensity) and actual behavior. Retention has not been a problem among 
office s   Some officers, however, acknowledged that retention may be adversely affected in the 
foTure  Interviewees considered the LROC to be an important tool for uncovenng which officers 
leave and which stay, and why. The ability to relate the above issues-success.criteria, 
^^«JLn, and career opportunities-to retention intentions and behavior is an 
Suable resource. Retention modeling based on the LROC and perhaps additional ou   de data 
(e.g., economic conditions, sociodemographics) would be well received, especially models 
relating retention propensity to actual retention behavior. The key is for LROC to add to 
retention modeling efforts, beyond the results obtained without such perceptual and attitudinal 

data. 

Performance Indicators 

During the course of LROC interviews, the need for and availability of performance 
measures other than retention were discussed. There was no overriding concern for measuring 
the performance of officers, and thus the non-availability of Officer Evaluation Records (OER) for 
research purposes was not a serious drawback for LROC research^ However for some, 
additional performance indicators would be an attractive feature of LROC. Aside from the 
access criteria suggested above (e.g., achievement of grade 0-5 company command).candle 

measures might include self-ratings or rankings of officer skills and/or competencies. Among the 
uses of such alternative performance criteria would be analyses of the quality of officers who 
leave (data that would have been of great interest to the interviewees given the recent VSM3SB 
programs). Also, the inclusion of such indicators would promote a developmental assessment of 
offifer^ompetencies and skills, which might be particularly useful for the Training Directorate 
within DCSOPS and the Human Resources Directorate within DCSPER. 

Transition Expectations 

The crosswalk between the military and civilian environments is of continual interest, 
especially in the wake of the drawdown. To better assess junior officers' perceptions of 
opportunities offered by and the desirability of working in the civilian sector, interviewees were 
interested in measuring perceptions of civilian opportunities, knowledge and plans regarding the 
civilian job market, preparedness for a civilian career, and adjustment expectations. The current 
LROC contains a number of items assessing these dimensions. Hence, this is one major potential 
contribution of LROC. Such analyses might be conducted by branch and other military 
background factors (e.g., type of assignment, undergraduate major). Note that this topic; was not 
seen as a particularly vital issue among those interviewed (although it might well be for Army 
Career and Alumni Program representatives). Transition expectations are more of an individual 

than an Army concern. 



Special Topics 

Although career expectations and opportunities, organizational commitment, satisfaction, 
retentionS^^ viable research topics for all officers, many of those interviewed 
expressed interest in segmented analyses as well. 

Minontvissues. Most interviewees believed that analyses segmented by race and gender 
would bSuTln-particular, given that women (and to a degree, racial rmnonües) are often 
Torced-branched" (i e, placed into a branch in which they did not express an interest; this 
tS^^ltolen and minorities are distributed throughout the brancheso   he 
officer corns)  branch satisfaction by gender and race would be a topic worthy oanalyas. 
sSLy gender and race breakouts regarding promotion/career expectations and opportunities 
aTneedeLeadership/mentoring relationships were also mentioned as a pertinent minority 
STÄy it would be of value to ascertain perceptions of both minority youp members and 
majority group members regarding treatment (e.g., assignment, promotion) of women and 
minorities in the officer corps. 

Fanilyissues. Satisfaction with family services, and the conflict between the demands of 
military life and family life, fall within the »satisfaction» theme listed above  However, because of 
meSortance these issues warrant mention as a separate special analytic topic. The LROC 
do    aTshoSd continue to devote questions to the effect of the military lifestyle on the officer s 
spous" and[family. Knowledge of the impact of family factors (including the incidence of dual- 
service couples) on satisfaction, readiness, and retention may help the Army to be both a 
responsive and responsible employer. 

0.3 focus  Many of those interviewed felt that special emphasis should be placed on 
Captains for 0-3 is a pivotal rank. It is at this point that an officer reaches a plateau with a 
reladvelv long time to go (8 or 9 years) before promotion. By concentrating on the expectations, 
aSs tensions experienced by 0-3s, the LROC may be mined for counseling purposes. 
TOsTa key grade for understanding the processes involved in officer commitment and retention. 

r^i^onin, source issues. Of late there is renewed and increased^attentionL being paid 
to the relative contributions of officers from various commissioning sources (USMA KUU,- 
scholarship ROTC-non-scholarship, OCS). The LROC may be in a unique position to que I 
ronfovers; by providing data on the strengths of the various officer commissioning sources. As 
mentioned earlier, the capability of following officers from.^^^^^^reer 
through their careers provides the Army a means of obtaining key data on the officers career 

development. 

nations other than war. Warfighting is but one activity that soldiers train for or engage 
in  it would be wise to use the LROC to monitor participation in, and the degree of satisfaction 
with operations other than war. Perceptions regarding the contribution of these alternative 



missions to a successful career could also be ascertained. Further, assessments as to whether such 
operations detract from training would be informative. 

Not all interviewees were concerned with such special topics. For example, rrdnority and 
family issues were particularly salient for the Assistant Secretary of the Army. PERSCOM, on the 
other hand, was not as vocal regarding the need for analyses of these special topics. 

Longitudinal and Cross-Sectional Needs and Uses 

Certainly an invaluable characteristic of LROC is its longitudinal design. CAL 
representatives were particularly vocal regarding the longitudinal benefits of the LROC. Among 
the investigations enabled by this design are developmental underpinnings of officers' 
expectations, commitment, satisfaction, and retention intentions and behavior. There is interest in 
comparing the "pre- and post-" attitudes (e.g., satisfaction/commitment) of officers who have 
been passed over for promotion. Knowing why people join the officer corps and why they remain 
is best gleaned by asking the same officers at different points in their careers.   By tracking 
officers over time the Army can also gain insight into leadership development. Recent questions 
regarding the performance of officers from the various main commissioning sources may require a 
longitudinal database, particularly if one assumes that Academy/ROTC/OCS differences dissipate 
over time. Similarly, concerns regarding development and performance of minority and female 
officers are best addressed through longitudinal data. 

Cross-sectional analyses of LROC are also of value. In particular, there was great 
interest in between- and within-cohort comparisons. For example, questions arose as to the 
relative career intentions of successive officer cohorts. A comparison of the background 
characteristics of stayers and leavers should also be considered for analysis. Cross-sectional 
cohort comparisons of such variables as satisfaction (with work, supervisors, peers, and so on) 
and retention propensity within race and gender would be helpful in ascertaining the degree to 
which minority officers are making career strides or assimilating over time. 

LROC Dissemination - Topical Reports 

There was unanimous agreement that user- or policy-friendly reporting of LROC findings 
is a key factor for its continued support. The LROC may have much to offer, but dissemination 
via lengthy technically sophisticated reports (that are often ignored by non-researchers) detracts 
from its message. Clearly, LROC technical documentation is vital. Aside from backup technical 
reports short (e.g., 2-5 pages), attractively designed mini-reports that stress content rather than 
methodology would be an invaluable contribution to policy makers and disseminators alike. Key 
individuals from the personnel and leader development communities could be canvassed 
periodically regarding important or urgent topics. Candidate topical reports gleaned from the 
interviews conducted in connection with the current project included branch match and 
satisfaction, retention modeling, satisfaction/expectations of 0-3s, commissioning source and 
commitment, mentoring and minority officers, or any of the other topics mentioned above. Such 



feedback would be beneficial not only to personnel and training policy makers, but also to 
respondents and officers in general. 

To be most effective, topical reports should be attractively designed documents with an 
LROC/ARI border. A banner headline might effectively convey the topic. A problem or issue 
statement or question would be followed by a brief description of the data source(s). A one-page 
analysis could be written in magazine style, followed by interpretive statements or policy 
suggestions. Quotes regarding the findings and their implications from sponsors should be 
included. Finally, a point of contact and additional references could be offered. Also, LROC 
could be mentioned as an ongoing effort with appreciation for past, present, and future 
participants. A sample topical report has been prepared and appears in Appendix B. 

Summary 

Despite the lack of familiarity with the LROC survey and potential and previous findings, 
the discussions held in connection with the present effort generated a great deal of interest and 
enthusiasm in future LROC administrations and dissemination of results. Though officer retention 
is not currently a problem, the effects of the drawdown, the concomitant erosion of benefits, and 
newfound uncertainties regarding career goals make retention an issue likely to require attention 
in the not-too-distant future. Not only can LROC be a source of information on retention and 
policy implications regarding retention, but this instrument also can be used to provide input into 
the officer career development process: What motivates officers? Do they know the path or 
paths to success? What are their expectations regarding achievement of success? How and when 
does commitment to the Army evolve? Who is likely to cut an Army career short and why? What 
are the particular experiences and perceptions of minority and female officers and others toward 
them? A revised (but ongoing) LROC can provide answers to these and other questions 
regarding Army officers. 

Although certain issues regarding officers may not be compelling today (e.g., retention), 
the lack of an operational instrument such as LROC precludes the means of fully investigating 
such issues when they do become most pressing and policies are in need of alteration. An 
operational LROC with periodic review and retooling is an investment in better informed 
personnel policies in the future. 

Analyze LROC Data 

The goal of this part of the LROC project was to choose for analysis one or more of the 
topics raised during the interviews with the members of the personnel and leader development 
community. Perhaps the best analysis to perform for this task would have been a study of the 
retention behavior of officers up to promotion to grade 0-4. Unfortunately, the LROC data are 
not sufficiently mature to allow a clear analysis of this issue. As an alternative, an event history 
model of junior officer separation behavior through the first four years of service was developed. 



The model contains demographic and attitudinal variables as predictors of separation from the 
Army. 

In addition to the analysis focusing on the topic raised during the interviews, a number of 
demonstration analyses were performed to illustrate the richness of the LROC database. These 
analyses included (a) factor analyses, (b) models of interindividual change, and (c) cluster analysis. 
The demonstration analyses will be presented first, followed by the event history analysis of 
officer separation. 

Samples 

The LROC analyses centered on three primary samples: (a) the total sample of 10,346 
LROC respondents, (b) the longitudinal sample of 928 respondents who have LROC data over all 
four years of administration, and (c) the event history sample. 

Total sample 

The total LROC database contains 10,346 junior officers who responded to at least one 
LROC survey. One of these cases was deleted during data cleaning because the data record 
contained impossible values; thus, the total sample contains 10,345 respondents. The 
demographic characteristics of the total sample appear in Table 1. 

Longitudinal sample 

Most data in the LROC database are incomplete from a longitudinal perspective. Indeed, 
only 928 officers (9 percent) of the total sample responded to all four LROC surveys. Given that 
most officers did not complete the LROC survey administered during the year in which they were 
commissioned, only those officers commissioned prior to 1988 were available to respond to all 
four surveys. From this perspective, the longitudinal sample represents 12 percent of the 
maximum response rate. The majority of the LROC analyses drew upon this sample. The 
demographic characteristics of the longitudinal sample appear in Table 2. 

Event history sample 

The event history analysis conducted on officer separation behavior required LROC data 
during the time period examined. Rather than picking some arbitrary mid-career time period (e.g., 
the fifth to the eighth years of service) that is affected in an unknown manner by self-selection out 
of the Army (i.e., only those officers who stayed until their fifth year in the Army would be 
included), a sample more conducive to event history analysis was drawn. The event history 
sample comprises officers who (a) had commissioning dates of 1987-1991, (b) responded to the 
first LROC they could have taken, and (c) did not have two-year gaps in LROC data. The 
demographic characteristics of the event history sample appear in Table 3. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics for the Total Sample 

Variable Value Frequency Percent 

Year of Commissioning 

Gender 

Race 

Source of Commissioning* 

< 1980 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

>1990 

Female 

Male 

White 

Black 

Other 

ROTC (Scholarship) 

ROTC (Non-Scholarship) 

United States Military Academy 

67 0.6 

757 7.7 

903 9.2 

836 8.5 

889 9.1 

996 10.2 

1,083 11.1 

1,219 12.5 

1,018 10.4 

790 8.1 

777 7.9 

442 4.5 

8 0.1 

2,883 28.0 

7,431 72.0 

8,334 80.7 

1,200 11.6 

789 7.7 

2,989 28.9 

3,151 30.5 

3.087 29.9 

Note: N = 10,345. The following cases had missing data: Year of Commissioning = 559; Gender = 31; Race = 22; 
Source of Commissioning = 7 

aA total of 73 officers having other sources of commission were deleted from this sample (Officer Candidate School = 
388; Direct = 641; Other = 82). 
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Table 2 
Demographic Characteristics for the Longitudinal Sample 

Variable Value Frequency Percent 

Year of Commissioning 

Gender 

Race 

Source of Commissioning* 

<1980 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

Female 

Male 

White 

Black 

Other 

ROTC (Scholarship) 

ROTC (Non-Scholarship) 

United States Military Academy 

9 1.0 

136 14.7 

149 16.1 

139 15.0 

131 14.1 

112 12.1 

79 8.5 

86 9.3 

86 9.3 

1 0.1 

244 26.3 

684 73.7 

775 83.5 

87 9.4 

66 7.1 

282 30.4 

344 37.1 

297 32.0 

Note. N=92S. 

aA total of 5 officers having other sources of commission were deleted from this sample (Officer Candidate School = 2: 
Direct = 1; Other = 2). 
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Table 3 
Demographic Characteristics for the Event History Sample 

Variable Value Frequency Percent 

Year of Commissioning 

Gender 

Race 

Source of Commissioning 

1987 384 22.9 

1988 422 25.1 

1989 501 29.9 

1990 371 22.1 

Female 459 27.4 

Male 1,219 72.6 

White 1,407 82.1 

Black 131 9.7 

Other 140 8.3 

ROTC (Scholarship) 621 37.0 

ROTC (Non-Scholarship) 413 24.6 

United States Military Academy 644 38.4 

Note. N~ 1,678 

Weighted vs. Unweighted Data 

Recall that the LROC survey was administered to a stratified random sample of Army 
officers, with source of commissioning, year of commissioning, and gender serving as strata. To 
obtain proper estimates of variances and associated statistics (e.g., standard errors, significance 
tests), such data should be weighted such that they are representative of the population from 
which they were drawn. The greater the distortion of sample variances from those in the 
population, the greater the design effect. 

One way to index the magnitude of the design effect is to calculate what Kish (1965) 
called the UWE (Unequal Weighted Effects) index. The UWE provides an indication of the 
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the individual observations in the sample data. The index 
the size of the sample: 

UWE 

N'T"? 
t-i 

„here^he total sample size and.isthe -« 
design effect, the sample observations are not weighted (i.e., all w    1), 

1-1 

.2   .    I V «..I    .    N 

whereby the UWE reduces to 

UWE 
N . N 

N2 
1.00 

Thus there is no design effect (i.e.. no varianee infra«ion) when individual are randomly sampled. 

„o ndnnte. they are relative., small in terms o> desgn »« Comparison, the valnes of «he 
purposes (Mike Wilson, personal^oommumcahoMune:Vmh    V    J were , ;6 and 

population for the LROC analyses reported here. 

population. For one, although most officers »£££*£ £*£ 1207 other officers 
they appeared in the database, 41 officers *T "T^ "'^1°^ by requiring data from aU 
were mLing all weights. Given the large reducuon m he •qk« J   ^  ^ mos( rf 

four administrations, any further reductions m sample sizewere trow        p & 
he analyses were to focus on the longnudm*.samp fcwtach -a self ^     ^J> ^  ^ ^ 

somewhat from «he original P°P«*™*°™£££Äta£ Ukely satisfactory) for the 
the original sample weights would no«be en« ely accur«^      g       for ^ inal 

longitudinal sample. Third, even ,f new sampl^^^mple (one for each year of LROC 
sample, «he presence of four -*«'^r ^ when constructing the 
administration) raises the question of which year s we.gnts 
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Xes as if the LROC data represented a simple random sample. 

rnmpnsite Development 

The LROC does no, contam predetermined *«S^OOS 

perceptions. Rather, the survey contains many "£~£*Z?^£££c LfL was 
of dimensions of Army life and the cmhan job m*^ ™|J™ f£ £ interest in performing 

i^r^rrÄtm^ 
on all four versions of the LROC survey. 

Most of the composites were deve,oped "^»uTof S.ÄSÄ 
items on «he basis of the constructs they were judged to -~*£j«™ t^of Entry), 
vs. Army Standard of Living, Charactenstics of the Jo^f ^"^alysis of 23 items 
however, were developed empmcally. SpoBedfe* P^se™ivilian Alternatives 
relating to perceptions of the cvthan job marlcet-20 tieffls assesMg^ 

ffÄÄ** *• 1992 LR0C survey are g,ven ,n Ta 

The factor analysis resulted in a clean f^{^«*%£$%£& Sf 

composites are printed in boldface type and are underlined. 

Items retained for consideration in the -P° t?^ 
.40 on their parent factor and lower loadings ono«^ «mpk  O q J^ 
life" was not included in the composite Civilian n-^**0^™ 7£ |imilarlv 

(46) is nearly equivalent to its loading on the ^^.^^^^^ factor, 
opportunities to advance in your field» was ^J^^XM it was judged to 
because (a) its nearly equivalent loading (.39 on factor 1) is less man 
be more a measure of the job than one's quality of life. 

Srnrirn;thp Composites 

„s=ffÄ=assssss="=s=ssss 

3AU sectlon and item numbers are taken from the 1992 LROC survey. 
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Table 4 
Prtnt^ ffartnr Loadings for Pnnci 

rl Avis Factor Anal"»« Civilian Job Items (1992 LROC) _ 
 "" Family Civilian Market 

Matters Ease of Entry 
Item 

Civilian vs.        Characteristics 
Army Standard        of the Job 

of Living   

Total family income •31 

Overall standard of living £L 

Pay 
.65 

Retirement benefits .52 

Benefits other than retirement .48 

Overall quality of life .46 

Assistance with civilian graduate education .35 

Quality of childcare/schools/facilities .30 

Feelings about organization mission/goals .06 

Integrity/professionalism in organization .03 

Opportunities for job satisfaction .17 

Quality of co-workers .08 

Opportunities to advance in your field .39 

Job security 
.16 

Time for personal/family life .06 

Working hours/schedule .02 

Personal freedom 
.10 

Spouse overall satisfaction 
.30 

Employment/education for spouse .27 

Length of maternity/paternity leave .19 

How difficult to leave Army in next year .08 

Financial impact of 2-3 mo. unemployment .03 

How difficult to find good civilian job .10 

-.07 .23 

.16 .30 

-.13 .12 

.18 -.03 

.20 .01 

.40 .45 

.19 .07 

.22 .29 

Ü1 .02 

&L -.02 

.68 .22 

j65 .04 

.40 .20 

.24 .10 

.02 .79 

-.06 .72 

.19 .51 

.23 .43 

.02 .29 

.04 .20 

.15 .03 

.08 .03 

.05 -.04 

.15 

.13 

.20 

.05 

.00 

.11 

-.02 

-.03 

.09 

.08 

.11 

..08 

.10 

-.01 

-.00 

-.01 

.07 

.04 

-.01 

-.06 

.16 

.59 

Note . W = 4,038. Boldface type signifies the loading for the item on 
the factor with which it is associated. Underlined 

values represent the loadings for the items 
that constitute the resulting composite. 
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demographic —ion) are on a fiv.point ^^*ÄXtf 

For the Retention Propensity com^^^^ 

its two .Constituante,« «*• «^ ^gnfnöw I an, . .»and response 
career intentions (Section HI.C, item «, «" »Planning on an Army career"; see 
options ranging from "Planning on »«"*»«££ £™£ on . five-point scale, whereas 
Appendix C, which contains a copy of the J.992J^ j£\" bliRation (Section 1II.E, item 80, 

obligation" to "I plan to stay in the ^eyond20 yea«_ Vis on        ^ M ^ 
collapsing «wo of the categories on the latt«. em «**» w^tan ,he 

^tic^^^^ 
equal weight. 

TntPmal Cons^^Y Reliability 

,„ternal consistency reliability ^^^^^Z^^^ 

judged to assess the construct in question very directly. 

Several composites were ^^^t^^t^^^ 

construct of interest would increase the reliabilities. 

ta all, . 0 composites were developed for use£the LROC ^^^ST * 
each of the composites follow, aiong ■with tare««» "t^ms. FoUowmg ^ ^ 

descriptions is a table of descnpuve f^£££™™g Table 5 contains values for the 

" , /Q   ,•«, IV R   items 26-45) a sixth option of "Don't know" was 
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Satisfaction^^ This comP°site' ""***? *? ^ *"** 
^rr,^^^^^^^ 0f th6ir CUrrent SUPerV1S°rS 

Overall leadership effectiveness (Section HA item 1) 
Recognizing/rewarding subordinates (ILA, 2) 

,. Technical competence (ILA, 3) 

~,4» tr,»VPTV noor"') as well as satisfaction with 
(response options range from "Very good to Very poor ), as 

« „..* mr ?1 • "Extremely satisfied" to "Extremely Relationships with superior officers (II.C, 21, fcxtremeiy 

dissatisfied") mT A 9fi. »verv satisfied" to 
Opportunity for informal contacts with superiors (HI. A, 26, Very 

"Very dissatisfied"). 

Scores on the items were reflected, so that a high score represents high levels of satisfaction. 

S^^^^. This composite, comprising two items, provides information on 

junior officers' satisfaction with the following: 

• L. mrn »Fvtremelv satisfied" to "Extremely Relationships with peers (II.C, 22, bxtremeiy bau* 

. SoSlSL with peers (IHA 29; "Very satisfied" to "Very dissatisfied"). 

Scores on the items were reflected, so that a high score represents high ievels of satisfaction. 

^^.^^Vmmim- This composite comprises eight items. Two of the items 

assess perceptions of career opportunities: 

. How good are the opportunities for advancement in your branch for someone who 
has had the types of assignments you have had? (II1.A, iU) 

. How good are the opportunities for command in your branch? (III.A, 11) 

(response options range from »Excehent» to "Very hmited»). One item assesses satisfaction with 

. The kinds of assignment have had (HI.A, 24; »Very satisfied» to »Very 

dissatisfied") 

md the other five ask the officer to state his or her ieve, of agreement with the renewing: 

. I am confident I wi.l be promoted as high as my ability and interest warrant if 1 stay 

. It — I - ge, «he kinds of assignments , need to be competitive for 

promotions (III.A, 17) 
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. The officer evaluation/selection system is effective in promoting the best officers 

. T^fficer evaiuation/selection system rewards officers for integrity and 

. ÄSÄ doing the kinds of work I .ike hes, (III.D, 78) 

evaluations of the following: 

„ Opportunity to learn/develop skills relevant to your career (ILA, 4) 
Opportunity to do work that interests you ILA, 5) 
Opportunity to exercise initiative/put your ideas into action (ILA, 6) 

*.     «v«r« onnH« to "Verv ooor"). Scores on the items were reflected, 
(response options range from Very good to  very poor } 

so that a high score represents high levels of satisfaction. 

Sof flexibility you would have to adjust your schedule or take time off 

Ä of ÄÄS I* over the timing of tHps/assignments that 

demands/Army requirements (V, 10) ^ 
The average length of time you would stay in one location before a PCS (V, 11) 
The number of PCS moves over the course of your career (V, 12) 

(response options range from "Very reluctant to accept" to »Very willing to accept"). 

^.nvAnnv Standard of Living. This composite is the first of f*™£%^ 

a civilian job the officer would have a realistic chance of getting: 

> 
> 

*■ 

*■ 

19 



Pay (IV.B, 26) 
Retirement benefits (IV.B, 27) 
Benefits other than retirement (IV.B, 28) 
Overall standard of living (IV.B, 30) 
Total family income (IV.B, 45) 

•   .i.   A ,™„» tn "Much better in civilian life;" a sixth 
(response options range from "Much be«er tn£.An* « »*£^^ ^ 4) 
option, "Don't know," was scored as "About the same, yieuung 

derived composites, assesses||^?^'Sn^^^Sp«*i«i™d'«'-,By 

How difficult do you think it would be for you to find a good civilian job nght 
' S£ cSeringU your own qualifications and current iabor market 

. ^dSXot.uiJbeforyou.oleavetheArmyinthenextyearorso.given 

you needed time to find a new job? (DXE, 83) 

(response options range from "Very difficult" to "Very easy"). 

QmmäisäsiätMm. This <^<^™%£*Z*£ZL 
composites, assesses junior officers' ^V'™*™^^^^™ °f bettM 

items: 

Opportunities to advance in your chosen field (IV.B, 31) 
Opportunities for job satisfaction (IV.B, 32) 
Quality of co-workers (IV.B, 33) ,     ,cm/R,A 

> Your feelings about the organization mission/goals CTV.B,34) 
Level of integrity/professionalism in organization (IV.B, 4Z) 

tu     Hx>r„nv, hotter in the Armv" to "Much better in civilian life;" a sixth 
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> Your feelings about the organization mission/goals (IV. A. ^^f^ 
range from "Extremely important» to »Unimportant (not a factor at all) ). 

The other six items assess junior officers' degree of agreement with the following statements: 

> One of the things I value most about the Army is the sense of community or 

.   Ä^"&6Ä* *■ *■*to **.civilian organization ' know 

, EverfiHhad an offer of a bit more pay from a civilian organization, I would be 
reluctant to leave the Army (III.D, 67) 
I would discourage a close friend from joining the Army (III.D 69) 
I am quite proud to tell people that I am in the Army (IILD 74) 
I feel I am really a part of the Army organization (III.D, 7b) 

7!£ML behavior. The items, given eariier when descnbmg the sconng of ttas 

composite, are repeated here: 

Which of the following best describes your current career intentions? <&&™> 
response options range from »I will definitely leave theArmy upon completion of 
mv obligation" to "I plan to stay in the Army beyond 20 years ) 

> Sght now I am . . .   (ffl.C, 58; response options range from "Planning on a 
civilian career" to "Planning on an Army career"). 

Models of Intel-individual Change 

Promotions are given in Figure 1. 
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^w Statistics for *. ■« . »nr Composite, ff .onritudinal Sample) 

Composite 

Satisfaction with 
Supervision 

Satisfaction with Peers 

Satisfaction with 
Promotions 

Satisfaction with the Work 
Itself 

Tolerance of Military 
Demands 

Civilian vs. Army Standard 
of Living 

Civilian Market Ease of 
Entry 

Characteristics of the Job 

Organizational 
Idenfitication 

Retention Propensity 

Year 

# items        N a 1988       1989       1990       1992 

5 914-918 .76-.82 19.4 

(3.4) 

18.9 

(3.6) 

18.7 

(3.7) 

18.9 

(3.7) 

2 921-926 .13:71 3.94 

(1.23) 

4.02 

(1.29) 

4.08 

(1.26) 

4.13 

(1.25) 

8 910-919 .80-.83 27.7 

(5.3) 

26.9 

(5.4) 

27.1 
(5.5) 

26.1 
(5.7) 

3 917-922 82-.83 5.85 
(2.68) 

6.07 
(2.74) 

6.15 
(2.65) 

6.11 
(2.72) 

7 915-922 .76-.80 19.8 

(4.5) 

19.9 
(4.6) 

20.2 
(4.6) 

19.9 
(4.6) 

5 886-897 .13:16 16.3 

(3.6) 

16.7 

(3.5) 

16.6 

(3.6) 

16.2 

(3.7) 

3 921-924 J2-.14- 9.47 
(2.82) 

9.33 
(2.75) 

9.07 
(2.76) 

8.71 
(2.80) 

5 900-911 .16:1% 13.4 

(3.5) 

13.5 

(3.4) 

13.3 
(3.4) 

13.4 

(3.4) 

7 911-921 .15:11 27.2 
(4.0) 

26.9 

(4.1) 

26.9 

(4.1) 

26.2 

(4.1) 

2 914-924    .86-.92 .000        .012        .645        273 
(1.88)     (\.SD     (154)     (1-89) 

ÄÄr^ÄÄ»-^' 

22 



Figure 1. Sample growth trajectories for Satisfaction with Promotions 

minority officers have higher initial propensity (,e  **?** *™ Sy different-here, 
USMA graduates demonstrate decreased propensity over Urne O.e., »J-^ 

answer questions such as these. 

LROC profiles based on the observed composite scores, however, do ™^JT 
requiredinformation. The total variance in the observed compostte scores ,s a functton of «rue 

score variance and error variance: 

2 
O ToUi 

2 J.     r.2 
=   ° True   +   ° Error 

form. 
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Assuch,theobserved™^^ 
the true growth trajectory for a "J^J^^^ one requires a method that can 
growth trajectories vary -^^Jf^ £ ^posite scores, permitting modeling of 
remove the error variance from the to* varcmcem *e       P trajectory). The 
the parameters defining the trajectory of true scores (^, tne .     v J 
LISREL (Linear Structural RELations; Jöreskog & Sorbom, 1993) software pa     g 
modeling of the variation in true growth trajectories. 

scores over time. 

collection design. 

Anaiyses were conducted for aH ,0 composite, ^^SÄST^ 

basis for these analyses. This sample was '^ft^™j
t; Tequiring comp,ete data 

data on all composites and the mdependen«^^.^^SJlSto. mauix that feeds 
on all of the variables (i.e., hstwtse de eao„ *J^*£T£* . ^ be     itive defimte). 

covariance matrix without these properties. 

The independent variables used m these analyses were the »WjP «^ *** * 
dummyvariables^ Blacks and Others (whites were **"^J°iSl 

a dummy variable for males «*-££-£*E£S STWÄS* (USMA 

fourth (2), or other (1) choice. 

over time, although a few exhibited ^^^^^^^ analyses exhibited 
by quadratic growth trajectories than by linear trajectories), but most y 
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results similar «o the analysis presented here. For ^.^^(1994)^° 
Stnematical underpinnings of this set of analyses, see Wdlett and Sayer (1994). 

.. a -^ ^i^rf-»-- rw~» in PerceivH rhnlhn Market Base of Entry. 

i..   •   M^M. \/fr,HPl 1 and its associated_Darameters. The composite SneciSdng-ir-o^h tra^ones. Model 1 ™^»™°        ?        ^^ job market was 

STÄ SP« variousP-^dona^then^ns^rrors^ 

Ses wSinduded. The models evaluated during this step are summarized m Table 15. 

Model 1 soecifies a linear functional form for the growth trajectories and uncorrelated 

will be used to describe the information provided in Table 6. 

The first two parameters are the mean intercept and slope ^^fQT^CU^^SS 

"tne dependen,yvariabl= in 1989; hence, «he mean score on the composue was 9.29 « 

1989. 

The next two parameters are estimates of the amount «^£Z?*£'£ *" 

over time vary across officers. 
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2££» for the Modeis of Individual Change in CivUian Market Ease of Bitty: No 

Predictors      . . ■ —■ 

& intercept 

0 slope 

° intercept, slope 

O'el 

o\2 

o\< 

°£2el 

°e3e2 

°e4e3 

,2 X 

df 

RMSEA 

SRMSR 

GFI 

Parameter Modell Model 2 Model 3 Model4_ 

9.29*" 9.30* 
t1 intercept 

rslope 
-0.26*" -0.26* 

2 4.93*" 4.91" 

0.20'" 0.11* 

-0.06 0.01 

2.65*" 3.33* 

2.65*" 2.39* 
°   £3 

2.65*" 2.46* 

2.65*" 2.39* 

2.65*" 2.96* 

9.28*" 9.28*" 

■0.26*** -0.26"* 

4.80*" 4.83*" 

0.19*" 0.19*" 

-0.02 -0.05 

2.96*" 2.76*" 

2.79*" 2.76*" 

2.73*" 2.76*" 

2.57*" 2.76*" 

0.52" 0.53* 

24.14" 16.00" 5.86 7.23 

8 5 4 7 

0.053 0.055 0.025 0.007 

0.027 0.041 0.011 0.013 

0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 

Note. ><.05; "><.01; -/X.001. 

The fifth parameter provides the covariance between the values of the intercept (i.eL the 
level of percefved ease of entry) and the slope (i.e., the rate of change over time). Diving this 
Ä^T-qu« roots of the variances given in the first two Ines yields the ^ 
between level and rate of change for Civilian Market Ease f^J'^^^^ 
that there is no significant relationship between one's percerved ease of entry in 1989 and ones 
rate of change over the four administrations of the LROC survey. 
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The next four parameters give the values of the error variance in each administration of 
the composite. Again, these error terms were constrained to be equal for Model 1. These error 
variances, when combined with the variances of the composite across the four years, can be used 
to estimate the within-year reliability of the LROC composite. The variances for the Ease of 
Entry composite in 1988 to 1992 are 7.88, 7.72, 7.71, and 7.96, respectively. Substituting these 
values into the formula for reliability (o2^ / o2„J yields values of .66 for the first three 
administrations and .67 for the 1992 survey. Hence, approximately two-thirds of the variance in 
the composite over time is the result of true variation in respondents' status on the composite. 

A second reliability index can be calculated using equation 5 from Willett (1989). 
Specifically, one can use this equation to derive the reliability with which the rate of true change 
has been measured. For this example, the reliability is .27, a somewhat low value.6 This value is a 
function of (a) the variance in the slopes across individuals (a2^), (b) the magnitude of the error 
variance for the measurement occasion (o2J, and (c) the distribution of the occasions of 
measurement. The first factor is a function of the sample; the second factor is a function of the 
psychometric quality of the instrument; the last factor is under the control of the researcher, and 
has a significant effect on the reliability estimate. If the values of o2^ and a\ were identical but 
there had been one more administration of the survey, the reliability would have increased to .43. 

The last five rows provide fit statistics for the models. The chi-square (x2) value and^its 
associated degrees of freedom can be used to assess the fit of a given model, although the x2 

statistic depends substantially on the sample size. For this application, the x2 tests the discrepancy 
between the observed covariance matrix (the data matrix) and the covariance matrix implied by 
the model being tested (i.e., the covariance matrix expected to be observed if the model were 
accurate). If the discrepancy is small, then the model could have given rise to the observed data 
and is therefore plausible. In this instance, the x2 value would be non-significant. Hence, non- 
significant x2 values are desirable, which is why it is actually a "badness-of-fit" statistic—the x 
will be large and significant when the fit of the model to the data is poor. Thus, large sample sizes 
typically result in models that do not fit, because the power for detecting even small discrepancies 
is large. Degrees of freedom for the x2 test are calculated as the difference between the number 
of pieces of information provided by the observed data (here, the elements in the covariance 
matrix and four means) and the number of parameters being estimated. For Model 1, the x2 is 
significant (p = .002) at 8 degrees of freedom (4x5/2 = 10 variances and covariances plus 4 
means, minus 6 estimated parameters). Hence, the model is deemed not to fit the data. 

The latter three rows are alternative fit indices. The first two of these, a point estimate of 
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Steiger, 1990; 
Steiger & Lind, 1980) and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMSR), provide better 

6The reliability of measuring change over time is typically much lower than for the instrument used to assess 
the construct in question. For example, Willett and Sayer (1994) cited a reliability of .50 for measuring change in ^ 
tolerance of deviant behavior, a value reported to be "higher than usually anticipated in the measurement of change" (p. 

371). 
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information on the fit of the models. RMSEA is »a measure of the discrepancy per degree of 
freedom for the model" (Browne & Cudeck, 1993, p. 144). This measure has a lower bound of 
zero indicating an exact fit. Unlike chi-square, the RMSEA can increase when additional model 
parameters are estimated. Hence, it has the potential to reward more parsimonious models. 
Browne and Cudeck suggested that a value less than or equal to 0.05 is indicative of a close- 
fitting model relative to the number of estimated parameters, and a value greater than 0.10 would 
suggest the model be discarded or amended. The value of .053 represents a borderhne close- 
fitting model. The fit appears better using this index in part because the model is relatively 
parsimonious (only six parameters are estimated). 

The SRMSR represents the average discrepancy (i.e., residual) between the fitted data 
matrix and the sample data matrix, standardized so that it is on a correlational metric. Here, the 
values in the correlation matrix that would be generated by Model 1 would differ from the values 
in the correlation matrix for the observed data by an average of .027. 

Finally, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is presented. Jöreskog and Sörbom (1986) 
stated that GFI is "a measure of the relative amount of variances and covariances jointly 
accounted for by the model" and that it "is independent of the sample size and relatively robust 
against departures from normality" (p. 1.41). This index typically ranges from zero to one, with a 
value of one representing perfect fit. Negative values are nonetheless possible. This value is 
printed because of its virtual omnipresence in the literature. The value of 0.99 is very high, 
indicating near perfect fit of the model. Nevertheless, more weight should be given to the other 
measures, which indicate poor fit (x2) or relatively good fit considering the small number of 
parameters estimated (RMSEA). 

Alternative models. Parameter values from three other models also appear in Table 6. 
Model 2 is Model 1 with the error variances free to be any value (i.e., they are heferoscedastic). 
Model 3 allows the error terms from the 1989 and 1990 administrations to covary. This 
specification—also present in the unreported analyses for several other composites—was 
permitted in light of the empirical evidence. The other contiguous error terms were non- 
significant  Model 4 examined the possibility of retaining a well fitting model if the error terms 
were again constrained to be equal. (An alternative model that included a quadratic slope 
coefficient was estimated, but the variance of the quadratic term was not statistically significant. 
Thus, only linear functional forms were used in this analysis.) 

These four models are nested; that is, the parameters within each model are subsets of one 
another  For example, Model 1 is nested within Model 2 because Model 1 is simply Model 2 with 
three fewer parameters (all four error variances are estimated in Model 2, only one is estimated in 
Model 1)   The incremental increase in fit afforded by additional parameters can be assessed for 
nested models by evaluating the difference in their X

2 values, which is asymptotically distributed as 
X2 with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in the number of parameters between the two 
models  Comparing Model 2 to Model 1, the difference in x2 values is 8.14 with 3 degrees of 
freedom (x2 = 24 14 - 16.00 = 8.14; df = 8-5 = 3). The critical value for x2 atp < .05 is 7.81 and 
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atp < .01 is 11.34. Hence, the increase in fit is significant at/? < .05, indicating that Model 2 
provides better fit to the data than Model 1. 

The most important comparison is between Models 4 and 3. As the error variances for 
Model 3 show, once the covariance between the 1989 and 1990 error terms is allowed, the error 
variances are relatively constant. Hence, Model 4 examined whether estimating each error 
variance separately was required (Model 3) or whether it would suffice to constrain the error 
terms to be equal. The value of the %2 difference test here is 1.37, which is non-significant and 
indicates that estimating the additional parameters (letting the error terms vary in magnitude 
across administration) did not significantly improve the fit of the model. Note also that Model 4 
contains only one more estimated parameter than the stringently parameterized Model 1, yet 
provides significantly better fit to the data: 

X^l-xW*   -   24.14-7.23    -    16.91, # - 1 , p < .001. 

The low values of RMSEA and SRMSR further support the excellent fit of this model. 
Therefore, Model 4 served as the baseline model defining the growth trajectories in Civilian 
Market Ease of Entry in the next set of analyses. 

Explaining parameter variation with individual characteristics: Model 5 and its associated 
parameters. In the second stage of the analyses, the independent variables listed above were 
entered into the analysis to determine whether they accounted for any of the observed variance in 
the intercepts and slopes. Three models were estimated. The parameter values for these models 
appear in Table 7. 

Several parameters in Table 7 are new. Because the predictors are to help account for the 
variance in the individual growth trajectory parameters (i.e., the intercept and slope), there are 
now conditional variances (o2^^,^ and o2

slope|X) and a conditional covariance (.o2^^^^^ in 
the table. The conditional variances index the variance remaining in the intercept and slope 
parameters after taking into account the predictors (X). The greater the explanatory power of the 
individual characteristics, the smaller the conditional variances will be, relative to their 
unconditional counterparts (a2

mUacept and o2^). The conditional covariance is simply the 
relationship between intercept and slope after partialling out the effects of the predictors. The 
next two parameters index the measurement error (constant across all LROC administrations) and 
the covariance between the 1989 and 1990 error terms. The next 12 parameters reflect the linear 
regression of the intercept and slope parameters on the predictors. Significant values represent 
statistically reliable relationships between the individual characteristics and the values of the 
intercept and/or slope parameters. 

Model 5 has the same basic structure as Model 4 above, except that the first wave of 
predictors has been included: Gender, Race, and Branch Choice. Note first that the addition of 
the predictors has little effect on the estimated mean intercept, slope, or unconditional variances. 
The conditional variances demonstrate that the variance in the intercepts has been reduced 
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risers for «he Mode, of,—idu. Change in Civihan Marke^fEnt^^ 

Included 
Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Parameter            —_ 
9.28- 9 28*** 

9.28 
(■^intercept 

-0.26- -0.26- -0.26- 
M^slope 

4.83 4.83 4.83 
u  intercept 

„2 0.19 0.19 0.19 
° slope 

-0.05 -0.05 -0.05 
^ intercept, slope 

2 4.70- 4.27- 4.31- 
" intercept | X 

i 0.19- 0.17- 0.18- 
° slope IX 

-0.06- -0.04 -0.04 
° intercept, slope I X 

_2 2.76- 2.76 2.76- 
0 c 

0.53- 0.52 0.53- 
°t3e2 

-0.22 
Y Intercept Male 

-0.03 
Y Slope Male 

-0.96'* -0.63* 
Ylntercept Black 

0.03 
0.02 

Y Slope Black 

-0.01 
0.02 

Ylntercept Other 

0.04 
0.04 

Y Slope Other 

0.16* 
0.07 

Ylntercept Branch 

0.01 0.01 
Y Slope Branch «  ******* -0.75 -0.68- 
Ylntercept ROTC-sch 

0.09 0.10 
Y Slope ROTC-sch 

-1.58- -1.53- 
Y Intercept ROTC-non 

0.05 0.05 
Y Slope ROTC-non 

V2 24.22 31.65 20.59 
X 

df 15 27 17 

RMSEA 0.029 0.015 0.017 

SRMSR 0.015 0.011 0.013 

TxFT 0.99 0.99 1.00 

Note. ><.05; -><01; "><001. 
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somewhat(2,percent)butt„e^ 
rounding (0.2 percent). Thus, this «*V*»**° £^°° wo of .he regression coefficients are 
intercepts and essentiaUy no variance n Ute slopes. Even so ing ^ 
Sgnificant: the dummy variable for blacks and theBranchChcnce v ^ ^ ^ 

Sercepts. The coefficient for *<^^3£££5,ta. The Branch Choice 

^d (bTTave high scores on the Ease of Entry compostte. 

Table 7 does no« include the values Ä^»^«*^ are weak. To 
dummy variables. Most results are "^'^^Xe coefficient that 19g0 commissions, 
wit, 1982 commissions have signfficantly^"^^f „„^ons (1985 through 1987) 

in the mean value of the composite over time. 

The most striking results of Mode! 6 come front*J*»^* ££££,« tta 

Commissioning. ROTC <^^f^^^^SSS^». * ™^ 
Ease of Entry composite than USMA »^ JSJÄSri delation). Clearly, USMA 

choose to do so. 

and Source of Commission. Interestingly, «£**£££££, U^ °CCUrS ""■"• USMA 

of Source of Commission is partiaUed out. ^^^'^ th    ^ite certain of an easy 
officers nearly always get •>^»£I^£^JL2** are reduced, 

and the other predicting an individual s slope. All mat is requ 
The equations derived from the above analyses are 
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nnas     < ft A8VK0TC ^ - 0.30) . (-1.S3XÄWC „^ - 0.37) 
*0   .    9.28 . (-0.63XW-*  - 0.09) '   " ^ *^ «*   Q M) . (O.OSX^C _ - 0.37) 
i     .   -0.26 . (0.02XBZ«*  - 0.09) ♦ (fi.WYfiOIC teh - 0.30) . I" 

nonsch 

where the „ coefficients represent estimated ^ÄÄ^-^^tgh. of .he 

provide very poor predictions. 

Summary 

Mtnough significant v-uon in bo* gro^h^ 
the composites studied during thus mi, „no^» w*e here ^ ^ fa the 

stable relationships would be evtdenced once more data points were 

demonstrated the potential power and W« *£*™S£.™ aaWs on poficy-relevant 
aUows empirical investigation of the ^f'"" ^ffi"™power of a wide variety of 
constructs, as well as uwest.ga.uon of the ^^^IL^ variables, more policy- 

officers have had, can also be used. 

Surely.e«^^^^^^^ 

rimtrr Annlv^i" "f Sr.nre Profiles 

The composite score ^^£^£^7%£££ 
previous analysis can *^es^y^JXT^xL profiles are meaningfully 
'homogeneous sets on the ba*s **«£**£ *££i dWnct groups of officers that 
irregular (i.e., non-monotonic), tins type <* "»^T^     accomplished using some form of 
would be missed by the other procedure. Groupmg.carbe£      P ^ rf^^ 

cluster analysis. A «f^.^tZÄui (in which the n 
desired) would likely be preferable o taerarctacd ^°m^™e     mi „^ until a single cluster 
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u «^nrpifa shift from one cluster to 
du— can change cluster memo «ftp.during * e proc*u    ^ ^ ^ 

Syses were conducted whhm Year of Commi ^t0 t    riods in their career. 
Rectories for different year ^fJ^SSZ^ 1980 «o .984 to ensure max.mal sample 

ta general, the resnhs were ^^T^^*^^ 

group are given in Table 8. 

Three propensity dusters «ere common ~^g$£ZJ£!£. had!relatively 
comprising the majority of the^^Xw^tive propensity during all four 
flat and high propenstty £**-**£*££ „££ 0iuster, appearing in year groups1980 
administrations of the LROC survey. The_ ec°™^ ^ moderate ,0 high but dropped off 
through 1982, was characterized by a profiletto£began ^ (For (he 1983 

Idüy throughout the adnüms^ons »*ng whh«ry   JJ^ ^ ^ 

independent variables, much as in the previous anatyas°* ™£ h   oould be used to 

tenant analysis could be used »£?»*^J7»*- » *<=^ td'bT * 
classify individuals into each of the groups. ^T1«.   ofparticular interest would be 
„oTpeLt such anises, ^.^r^^S^tv^ Avance (e.g., «hetmung 
discriminant functions contatmng '^^XTwere maoe available). Demography 
or location of certain assignments; the «me£«cho ^ ^.^ powfjr ^ 

considered in the future. 
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Table 8                                       nnoncitv Across Five Year Groups 
rw«r Centroids for p rt-r*™ Propensity Across     

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

23 

96 

10 

104 

14 

23 

22 

3 

101 

15 

25 

86 

21 

52 

37 

1.23 

1.56 

0.40 

1.69 

-0.94 

0.17 

0.86 

-3.48 

1.35 

-0.99 

-1.06 

1.50 

-0.76 

1.54 

■0.25 

0.35 

1.56 

-2.86 

1.46 

-0.43 

0.01 

0.64 

-3.49 

1.24 

-1.93 

0.43 

1.19 

-1.22 

1.53 

-0.19. 

0.36 

1.58 

-2.95 

1.60 

1.11 

-0.05 

0.44 

-3.43 

1.32 

-2.42 

0.78 

1.19 

-1.38 

1.26 

0.55. 

Propensity 
1992 

-2.96 

1.50 

-3.62 

1.45 

0.13 

-3.40 

-2.82 

-3.56 

1.42 

-2.84 

0.51 

1.05 

-2.02 

1.10 

0.80 

Aa discussed etaierinthesec«^ 

short- and long-term, one quesuon °f f ^ZTaTänO-3, despite the increased competmon 
characteristics of officers who remain m the Army as an      ^   P^    omotkm. The current 
L optimal assignments and the *«£*« ^iSÄ* analysis of «his issue. In its 

^r^iis^^ 
studying eyents must be aware that even« da«a tang v.«h£™"«        J   im). Chief 
LcLfwell by traditional »^ !■*££££^no« xperience the event during «he 
among these are (a) the P^^/^^'T^variables for which an individual's values 
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iomposi,es),and(c)anon-norm,— 
Other difficulties requiring speaalatt enuon ^"1     Qne job offer over another). 

A i „,h*»thpr or not an event occurs, and if 
Event history analysis allows a researcher«delwheft ^ ^ 

s0, when it occurs. In many ways, «-£**»?£f "^ both descriptive and inferential 
analyticstrategies. Forexample.eventtas»rya^V«^^fee^^stati,tlcalmodels 
statistical information. Group differences in event ore Nevertheless, the 

and Lawless (1982). 

anaionsJteiMld^^ 

•     *    ♦•„« «sm describes the probabuity that an individual 

yet to experience the event. 

remains relatively unchanged, regardless of the rat* w*cn      not ^ events share the same 
su^ivor function might appear relatively ^^^Z^^ with a function of time 
Tattern of occurrence. For %^*£*» ?<$££*> the probability of enlisted 
from about age 30 onward (K^bfleisch^^Ve first three months of service and decreases 
soldiers leaving the Army increases rapidly *™*™^"       The fi^on describing the 
to a relatively stable rate thereafter (McOoy & °f «o^) ^ ^^      ^ 
distribution of event occurrence acros time    W^£^ units 0r continuously. The 

application using a continuous time model). 
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„  • . »ha, Allison (1984) labelled «he risk «, For single events, «he risk set steadily 
the interval, what Allison \,iw*) * censored, 
decreases as individuals either experience the event or are 

,   , .•    «*♦!,-rficrrete time hazard demonstrate how an 
The risk set and its use in the ^.^if^XbtLtions. Assume that 500 

even« history model makes optimal use^ofdam fr££££. rf tion „ made biannualhy 
officers appear in a sample a. tune t --0^ f^™ officers wiU have separated. Hence, for 
At the first observation period of six months 5 °"ne _ Q1   ^    ^ ^„d time 

the firs« six month period, * *?^^^wh&Ä to "" ^' ** interval, 25 officers separate and 10 officersi exit me      y^ ^^ ^ five offi<xrs 

are censored observations). The nsk set .s now 495 ■*>» » '     ,e  Hence> h(t) for the 
who separated during the first »^^E^Lv-kL contribute to the risk 
second time interval is 25/495 - .05   Note tnavt ^ Amy  For the 

set for interval two but are ««»ff^S -So. Thus, the censored 

Tl.. rw«e-Ti— *"~^ "f Officer Separation 

A special event history sample was created ^^^^^^Li 

tnaxhmzethesample size, ^^^S^SZZ&M*.^ ^ 
for the 1988 and 1990 surveys but not for the' 1*» *£J-!    composite s00res. This strategy 
missing data were replaced by the ^/J^taSLl ^ for ,he profiles observed ,n 
was deemed defensible given the good *«££*£?** missing data «hat were no« 
the analyses of intenndivtdnal change. Of course, om ^ ^y were treated as 

bracketed by composite scores from other ^ ™ dTaMowing «his imputation procedure 
censored observations. Officers no, hung compte dat «flowg       jp ^ 
were then deleted, leaving a sample of 1,678 observations, 

One nice feature of the discrete-time ^^^^ffi?" " 
that i« can be es«ima«ed using more readily arable 2^™"g

period da«abase, where 
required is to mm the usual V^^^lZ^^icm over time of «he individuals in 

5«ÄpSSlU variable can be modeled easily. 

dependent variable is the logit hazard. 

take the LROC survey during their first year of duty. Rather, most 
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,   u   .oonTRfir and so on. This is why the event 

periods during which events are momtored. Sp«^ ™. the 1988 ^fi 1989 
four time periods duringwhichi»event ^^gg*. ^«rations, (c) between «he 
LROC administrations, (b) between the 1989'andI lwu ig92 ^^ 

,990 and 1992 LROC ^"-^^^^V^n^tycontribute «he latter three time 

intervals, and LROC data obtained from '^^^e of the information provided by even« 

of «he logi« hazard for separation fr°™^f2ÄoÄmmy variables indexing «he period 
first model, indexing the mam effect of an», cont^f? "J    „ ^  eriod was used in the 
of observation (a through d above). A «^ *£* ^pROC LOGISTIC in SAS 

modei, which is P^J^^S-lSoÄTSte ofvariab.es measuring basic 
for Windows version 6.08)  Thejecond mode Qni     ^ Tenure. 
demographic information: Gender, Race, source ui 

The third mode, saw the addition of nine <**^£^£££g 
Propensity was withheld, although it was added »*?'£**££?beo-Je » - deemed to 

eornposite was no« ^T^^S^^^- * ' ^ ^ "" 
depend upon a number of «he variables ^esseaoy Prooensity and then retenuon (e.g., 
Z LROC composhes would be used «o P^^^^tnamber of «he effects of «he 
Byrnes & Hoover, 1995). Hence, «he ™ j>1"°^°~°0l) much of their to«al effect on 
oZ LROC composites, ^^Ä*ST«*I regression coefficients 

E^. Theresui.sfonhefirs.evemh^^ 
were retained «o ^^ ^0a°lT^^i^^Ln^^ hazard 
the dummy variables mdexmg «,mein «he ««model aho ^ ^^ ^ 
fiinction (i.e.. «he function specifying ""V1^™ ™e ° added t0 the model). Because the model 
sample is homogeneous-no covanates hav ye been added u, consideratio„ is 
has provided coefficients for estimating the log« hazara, 
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logit(hu)     -     [«^„-«A"^«'«^ 

• A * *nA thp ft oarameters are the coefficients 
where h. is the hazard rate for persor£^*£^ J xjng these values, the hazard 
in Table 9 for the dummy indicators of time (Dlit tnrougn uil0 

SnctL can be obtained directly by substitution into 

r Ai   is   -\& and 14   Thus, the risk of 

next three periods. 

Table9      *   r , TTi-tnr.M^^ i nf Officer Retention Parameters for Event History lvmuoi .  

Variable b Std. Error p value Odds Ratio 

Dl -3.3765 0.1410 .0001 0.034 

D2 -1.7556 0.1042 .0001 0.173 

D3 -1.6684 0.1457 .0001 0.189 

D4 -1.8489 

1478.02 

0.2609 .0001 0.157 

-2 Log L 

-s.sss:':=S" entire sample by substituting the 

s, . n t1 - *«> 
4 

n 
«■I 

u wr*~*r* 97   82   69 and .60. Hence, only 60 percent of the 

estimated functions are plotted in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Baseline survivor and hazard funetions for the event 
history model of junior officer retenuon. 

The parameters for the second event «story ^ ^^j^^So^ 

of these coefficients Mows *»XecoÄt fXSe dummy variable. The negauve 
regression analysis. Consider first *e coetouo ^ ^ ^ effect B 

1/ 608 = L64 times greater than that of males. 

power. To test the increment! fit,provided by the addmon ^p ^ ^ _2 ^ L wo 

Lt can be calculated. SP^'6^'*^'f^ „ith degrees of freedom equal to the 
models is asymptotically tek

mbu?d
n?^"^Jrwo models. The difference between the-2 

difference between the number of pararnet«s **>£_ wjth 9 . 4 = 5 degrees of freedom, 
Log L values for models 1 and 2 is 14/s.ui 
a significant difference at p<- 05. 

^e model parameters derived^^E^!^^ 
equation are given in Table 11. ^f^T^ ^degrees of freedom, p < .001). 
increase in model fit (1465.08 - 127X58, -1SMU e of Entry) show strong 
Two composites (Character««cl°;*^;™on perceptions of the civilian world. Both 
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niln,,1!, r... r rntHi-T^^^-"fficerRetention 

Variable 

Dl 

D2 

D3 

D4 

Male 

Black 

Other 

Tenure 

-2.3589 L4667 

-0.3957 0.2929 

0.0152 0.0256 

ROTC Non-Sch. 

-2LQgL ~     1465.08 

0.1735 0.1831 

Std. Error p value Odds Ratio 

-3.3267 0.5046 -0001 0.036 

-1.8967 0.7928 -0167 0.150 

-1.9622 U046 -0757 0.141 

.1078 0.095 

.0.4979 0.1514 -0010 0.608 

-0.2290 0.2878 
.4263 0.795 

.1766 0.673 

.5526 

ROTCSchdar. 0.0463 0.1650 -7788 
.3434 

1.015 

1.047 

1.189 
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Table 11 
p^omPtPTs for Event Histor M^»i % of Officer Retention 
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ceased risk of separation. The odds ratios indicate that a or.e-o.int increase on each scale 
rnSSestheoddsofseparationbyafac.orofappro.uma.elyUS. 

.  ,.    •    D^X<-n™ «-holarshio status becomes significant in this 
The dummy variable indicating ROTC »^^^ f üon for n0„. 

model. Again, the positive coeffic.ent indicates m mereednskot' p ^ ^ 

scholarship officers, with odds for ^f ™ ^^'^nettrValues forfoe dummy 
finding suggests the following. Fust, ^ "^"/^ suggest there is little difference in 
variables for source of comm.ss.on m Model 2 (^ Table 1U) s gg but te rates 

separation rates for officers from different ^7^°^'", holding constant the scores 
„/separation across these groups £^£* *£<*££. on, say, Civilian Market 

the other two commissioning sources. 

Second, this finding suggests mat although USMA £-» am ^"^f 
en«, into the civilian job market (recall «^^ °"foem to break 
Civilian Market Ease of Entry), these Pf*püor.s do not strongly ROTC ^ 
„bUgadon and separate within the first^fourT«£-£^£'„„, be justified, given ma, foe 
scholarship officers. Note, however, ^""^°"eXficers who are more conscientious 
model of change was estimatedor.a.m* ^«^fjLZ^* (only officers 
(after all, they responded to all fou^f^"^' ,e) „J iven feat no one from any. 
commissioned after 1986 are ,ndud£m*££»«* £ £„ ^a m the longitudinal 
commissioning source had separated-^therwise, mey .^^ 

Theobservedfofferencesi^^^^^^ 

LRol responses for officers from foe various comnus«"*££"£ what happens to 
things. Unfortunately, the current data do not allow^dehmüve obiigations 
sepLion rates of officers from vanous commi stoning « ^        fumre ^ 
hie been met, but it is raised here «--^JI fewdown. 
especially in light of the reduction in military benefits resulting 

Finally, the parameters for Model 4 - Provided m Table 12 to ^0"^^-^ 

influence of the Retention Propensity «£»*!£«"££here  Further, the effect of 
three variables that were significant in Model 3 remain signmcan 
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Table 12 
ParametersfoLEventHistorv MTVH A nf Officer Retention 
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ROTC non-scholarship status mc reases, uc h to^> *e °dds fo ^^ ^^ ^ 
greater than the odds for USMA graduates Tta occursite ^ ^ ^ W(J 

for ROTC non-scholarship offieers are ™ch lughe^ *°* Am rate. Hence, 
sources of commissioning, yet me »°n;schol^h^ with scores on the other 
when «he effeets of Retention Propensity «^^«7^ for loTC non-scholarship 
LROC composites), the risk of separation b^ £!" ^„„taship officer have the same 

retention propensity, the odds of *= J^a^   rf ^ obUgatio„ with comrmsstomng 

from these analyses. 

Recommend Design Changes for the Future LROC 

procedures, and data management, as we"^"r^
e
made on how to address the issues 

L an operational environment. ^T^^^^L and leader development 
identified during the interviews w th the tetam« P datacollection design; (0 
community. The evaluation targeted ^^Z^^y^^p^^ their requirements, 
estimated manpower requirements; and (d) prospective anaiyti    PP 

advantages, and limitations. 

PT1TT1 T" F" ^nUected 

me extant LROC survey is a strong and ^^^^^^^y 
research too.. As shown in the previous -~£™ £*££, Jmy taps a wide variety 
reliability, thus speaking in part» *« "^Ä* promoüons, satisfaction with peers 
of perceptual and atdtumnal vanables (e4.^amteüon        P ^ ^^  ,„ hght of 

£Sf Ä^ÄCÄÄ-, —, some modi— are m 

order. 

Anevaluationofthei^^^ 
validity (construct and predictive) is ^ »™ ^J^tf an individual's identification 
makers concerned with junior officers. Defined as the ^eng & ^.^ ^ p 

with and involvement in a particular <*r^JK£Compo'nentS: "(a) a strong belief in 
604), organizational commitment ^^^^^TfaÄgness to exert considerable 
and acceptance of the organization's ^ ?f ^^ JLtain membership in the 
effort on behalf of the organization, and (c) a definite üesire 

organization" (p. 604). 
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complex construct (e.g., DeCofs * Sam«g%°£ 1985; Scholl, 1981), «eng tto 
G2th, Hand, ft Maglino, 1979, M*"*^^*, for example, suggested that a 

behalf oTot maintain membership in the organ.zat.on. 
■. . ..mm he better measures of organizational 

The current LROC contains items that ^J*°^™m<s organization) and 
identification (the perception that <"^Z^£?^*J* goals and values) 

1 ,      •. •  * «o+e rvr opmantlCS. 
than oi conmuiuiwx.. ~ « 
limited to academic interests or semantics. limitea to at-au^u  ITCMA 

wo * hetter Dredictor of retention for U bMA 
For example, organizational c—ttn^ with promotions, the 

graduates than either organizational *«^££Z££* and mission of the Army, 
fob, etc. USMA graduates might very; w£W «*£ t ^ ^ ^ ^ tQ receive 

EndorsingtheWsgoa^^ 

no way ensures USMA officers' °n*»^^~ -ember ofthat military 
the goals and mission of the Army yet do not_^° ^ about the ease with which they could 

service. Further, given the Pf»^^^ these °fficerS ^ * 
obtain a civilian job (that will likely P^^** than jumor officers from other 
to commit to the Army past their required tour5 oW »   J        notion (Eitelberg, Laurence, & 
commissioning sources. ^^h^^t^Zy the recent downsizing of the force 
Brown, 1992), the continuing erof10\°^of TJSMA officers to the civilian sector. 
could be the catalyst for increased separation of USMA 

wi        ai H9791 LROC items assessing 

Following the advice of »T^J^Ä" • 19™> sh0U'd "= ^^ 
the other components -<^"2SÄ»- (•*• *» item «* *"" 
The LROC contains some good <^"^^ a reliable commitment factor ex,sts .s 

Sir SrmeasÄ—s and plans shouid be considered. 

Satisfaction 

TbeLROC assesses officer^*^SÄ££Ä 
peers, supervisors, promotion, the ««^tlp.e Satisfaction with Peers compnses 
density of items across scales vanes ^^^^L» eight items. More desnable 
only two items, whereas Sausfactton «'* ™™ °,  ^ch constroct. If it is important to 

would be a roughiy equivalent "^"^^ ™« *» w° itemS **"" * "^ 
measure officers' satisfaction with their peers, men 
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Fu„her; it is uniihely «ha« e,gh« hems are reared «o reliably assess office,, satisfaction with 

promotions. 

rnnCtn,r.ts/Ttems To Add or Delete 

•n,   r ROC fails to delve into officers' satisfaction with their supervisors   In particular, the 

competencies. The Leadership and Professionalism ^S™^™cMef of St^of Personnel, 

ÄÄÄ of «he personnel and leader developmen« comntunmes. 

Of course, ARI must guard against the ^ <^ ™£*j£XÄ on 
added to LROC (e.g., commitment, leaderstap competency, «will be ™£° ,   the 

some existing LROC items. A number «^J^g*^^** cumbersome) in 
compensation (in cash and land) i.ems are ™P°™<"propnate^ ^ 

or fiance(e). 

Hems should be changed or omitted, however °*™£Z£g%££&i° 
so. Item analyses of existing items seem an ^»"^of «he eTnonS items) should no. be 
Nondiscriminating and otherwise poor «ems (such as some of the economtc 
carried over, particularly when arising issues vie for coverage. 

It is also important «o plan for ^-^^^£Ä? 
databases. If a policy issue arises, ■< ^«»^JW»^^» £ ited 
well defined topical reports and a bypass of «he typical review proce 
publication, would enhance the usefulness of LROC. 

Regardless of the items that are added to or deleted from the survey, ^°^onWl 

Kegaroiess ui u«= identifv and commit to, the constructs that are 
step for ARI to take regarding LROC is to ia«miy " , a of constructs, and 
considered vital to monitor as part of a lon»w.^Xr taSön inlsutsequent surveys. The 
items tapping «hose construes, ^* «g^'t^S* • **<* hems tapping 

usefulness of the LROC. 

nata Collection Designs 

The cunen« data collection design-a stratified random ^^.^^"VuTalf l ne currcm uaia o opnHer^ of newlv commissioned officers, plus an 
commissioning, source of commissioning, "^ *^T^   recornmendations center on (a) 
previous LROC respondents-seems appropriate. The following recomm 
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,he critical!» of administering the LROC to officers beginning with their first year of service, (b) 
t Sqnäcy of Sc administration, and (c) the need to press onward with administration. 

^ministration P"ri"g 'h- "■"' Year of DUtV 

In the best of all worlds, the LROC should be given to all newly commissioned officers. 
Assumiätch wid -Iging administration to be fmancially impractical, the best course of 
^rioutsm alinister the LROC to as many newly commissioned officers as possible. 

The LROC is designed to assess officer attitudes and perceptions; these variables can, in     . 
nm, be^ed to help understand officer career development (retention, in particular). As a result, 
äng offiJr m"üte throughout die career is crucial, Indeed, although tire LROC database 
cT^s LonTon over 10,000 officers, the majority of these dam are useless for evahiaun; „ 
SS cSSr development. The data are limited because they represent officers who did not 
f etve tn™ bS they had served for two or more years in the Army (i.e., officers who 
were"o^nssTonedbetween^ and 1986). Thus, altirough most of the.database comprises O- 
Is relaZTy few questions about officers at this crucial earner pent can be answered 
drfmWveh brause there are no data regarding their attitudes or perceptions^during the initial 
fSesÄESf For the LROC to have maximal utility, officers must be assessed during 

their first year of service. 

As the database grows and there are more officers to be surveyed (i.e., the longitudinal 

sarnplem^et^^ 

SS^ÄU i. to identify the purpose the LROC is to serve and to consider what 
issues AM wants the LROC to be able to answer. 

Frequency "f Administration 

The LROC was administered annually (almost) for four years. At several earliermeetings 
durina tta project various project staff raised the possibility of a biennial administration. 
ZouScost sZgs » apparent, the strong recommendation of the research team is to 
^S^StLdS»*«. I*» are several reasons for failing to endorse bienmal 
administration, among which are the following: 

. The necessity of administering the LROC to officers during their first year of duty 
(for reasons outlined above) 

► A doubling of the amount of time required for an adequate number of data points 
to be established for longitudinal analyses 
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► The replacement of cross-sectional year-group analyses—an area of vital interest 
to many members of the DCSPER community who study trends—by sparse 
biennial cohort analyses 

»■ A decreased association between key events during an officer's career (e.g., 
leaving the Army; promotion to 0-4) and the attitudes and perceptions of the 
officer prior to the event. 

If annual administration proves impossible because of resource constraints, then the 
analyses described and demonstrated in the earlier sections of this report will remain viable but 
will be subject to the difficulties described in the latter three points above. Meaningful analyses 
will be possible, but more time will need to pass before they can be conducted (i.e., it will double 
the amount of time before a desired number of data points are available). One suggestion is to 
supplement the LROC with data from other surveys the Army does administer on an annual or 
semi-regular basis. Another admittedly more dire and less desirable option would be to eliminate 
other surveys and to commit to the LROC. 

Continuous Administration 

On a related note, the survey should be given each year, every year. If the LROC is to 
provide a longitudinal data base, then ARI must administer the survey every year, regardless of 
the circumstances. Policy decisions often require fast answers. Such a demanding climate does 
not afford breaks. By administering the LROC to each new cohort of officers (and to those who 
have responded previously), ARI will build a database that will be available to inform policy 
issues whenever they arise. 

Continuous administration requires both perseverance and patience (and, obviously, 
funding). The perseverance represents a commitment by the Army to the cause of longitudinal 
attitude assessment. The interviews conducted during this project speaks loudly to the support in 
the personnel and leader development communities for this endeavor. The patience represents 
the willingness to administer the survey year after year even though certain dimensions it 
assesses are not currently in the policy spotlight. When the policy issues change and those 
variables do become one of the main issues, the LROC database will be able to provide ample 
data to inform the questions being asked because the watch was maintained. 

Estimated Manpower Requirements 

Needless to say, continuity is important in a longitudinal (or panel) study such as LROC. 
The commitment to a longitudinal assessment requires extensive resources. As mentioned 
earlier, as many officers as possible should be administered the survey. Follow-up 
administrations are especially important. Longitudinal data are greedy, and dropout will be a 
problem, especially given the large number of surveys that assail Army officers. 
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One recommendation to encourage participation on a yearly basis is to emphasize the role 
of the LROC in policy-making. In particular, the topical reports that are developed from the 
LROC should be sent not only to the members of the personnel and leader development 
communitie   but also (and even more importantly) to all LROC respondents. It is quite possible 
thaToTcers will pay special attention to the LROC survey if they are made.ware thattheir input 
is having direct effects on the policy decisions that are occurring above them. This simple 
provision of feedback could be the most effective way of maintaining response rate for what 
might otherwise be viewed as "just another survey." 

Increased response rates might also result from ensuring LROC administration during 
each officer's first year of duty. This would at least increase the chances of them becoming used 
?ÄiS survey. Coupling yearly administration with the demonstration that the data are 
being used in important ways could have strong positive impacts on response rates. 

Analyses 

The LROC database supports numerous interesting analyses, both cross-sectional and 
longitudinal. As demonstrated earlier, these include factor analysis, structural equation 
modeling, assessment of interindividual change, cluster analysis, and event history analysis. 
Sugh analyses need not be complex to be informative, the LROC has been shown to support 
diverse analytic techniques that allow researchers to address a wide range of policy issues. 

Note, however, that the current LROC database remains limited as a longitudinal 
database  The primary limitation was mentioned earlier, the large number of officers without 
LROC data at L beginning of their tours of duty. The data on officers commissioned before 
19877 are not useful for many career development questions, unless one has an interest in a 
specific time frame of an officer's career (say, from the fifth to the eighth years of service). 

For example, the event history model of officer retention could only be estimated using 
data on officers commissioned from 1987 to 1991. For the current database, this sample 
p ecludes answering questions such as, "What distinguishes between (a) the, <M. who tough * 
out and stay through their eighth to eleventh years of service before reaching 0-4, and (b the O 
3s who decide to leave the Army before reaching 0-4?" This analysis needs to cons der the     , 
officers who left prior to making 0-3, as well as the current 0-3s. Although we could have 
adt ssed th\s question, only variables available from the OLRDB could be used to.predict 0-3 
attrition behavior.  The current database simply does not support an analysis of this question 
usTng LROC data. Once the LROC becomes operational, however, such questions will be easily 
addressed after the data have matured sufficiently. 

70nlv 10 officers commissioned in 1988 completed the 1988 LROC; most 1988 comrmsstons comptedOe 
1989 LROC ns ead  TOS one-year lag between year of comrmssion and LROC administrate runs throughouthe 
[ROC dlb^    Hence   he 1987 cohort contributes meaningfully to the LROC analyses, whereas the 1992 cohort 

does not. 
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Appendix A: Officers Participating in Task 3 Interviews and the Offices They Represent 
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Appendix B: Sample Topical Report 
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Army Officer Retention and Branch Assignment 

Background: In addition to their 
identification with the Army as an overall 
institution, officers are affiliated with a 
particular branch (e.g., Infantry, Aviation, 
Sal Corps, Military Intelligence, Ordnance 

Corps). Several branches have been 
SnatedasspecialbranchesCe^the udge 

Advocate General Corps and the Medical 

Corps). 

Branch assignments are made early man 
Ser'scarL. Although branch preference^ 
considered, not all officers are assigned o their 
desired branch. Promotion opportunes and 
retention vary across the branches. Ol 
pSar interest to members of the personnel 
and leadership development communities is 
the relationship between branch assignment 
and subsequent retention. 

Issue- What is the relationship between 
branch assignment and retention? More 
specifically, does assigning officers to a non- 
selected branch lead to lower job satisfaction, 
lower retention propensity, and eventual 
separation from the Army? 

The recent downsizing of the force may result 
in an increased need to force-branch more 
officers overall as the Army has to do more 
with fewer personnel. Information is desired 
T** potential ramifications of this action on 

officer retention. 

Source: Data from the Longitudinal Research 
on Officer Careers (LROC) survey were used 
"SL the issue of the relationship between 
branch match and retention. The LROU 
survey was administered annually from 1988- 
1990 and inl992. The survey assesses the 
attitudes and perceptions of junior officers 
overtime. By monitoring changes in officers 
attitudes and perceptions, the LROC provides 
a prime vehicle for better understanding the 

impact of policy changes and other external 
influences on the satisfaction and career 
motions/decisions of the Army officer corps. 

Information was provided by 928 junior 
officers, commissioned between 1980 and 
°987 who responded to the LROC in each of 
the four years the survey was administered. 
The sample comprised 775 whites and 153 
minorities; 684-were male, 244 female. 

This issue is of particular concern with regard 
to minority and female officers, brause 
women and racial minorities are frequently 
■•forced-branched" (i.e., placed into a branch in 
which they did not express an interest; this 
typically occurs so that women and minon les 
are distributed throughout the branches of the 
officer corps). 

Findings: lölaLOromi. Regarding branch 
assignment, just over 70 percent of Anny 
officers received their first choice, and 82 
percent received either their first or second 
choice (see Figure 1). In terms of separation, 
nearly 22 percent of the LROC respondents 
separated from the Army. ^"«** 
percent of the officers remaining in the Army 
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did not receive their desired branch 
assignment, whereas 35 percent of the officers 
leaving the Army failed to receive their desired 
branch   Nearly 17 percent of the officers who 
remained in the Army received neither of their 
first two choices, whereas nearly 22 percent of 
those leaving the Army failed to receive their 
first or second choice. Thus, officers who 
were not assigned to their desired branch had a 
separation rate approximately 30 percent 
higher than the rate for officers assigned to 
their desired branch. 

Ug«nd 

Rannten Prat*»«» 
Sails. «tfPramonom 
S*bL*Worit 

Figure 1. Distribution of Branch Choice Across 
Officers 

Regarding satisfaction with promotions, 
officers who separated were significantly less 
satisfied than officers who stayed. Work 
satisfaction displayed the opposite pattern, 
with separating officers reporting significantly 
greater work satisfaction than staying officers 

(see Figure 2). 

^^nriny Branches. Officers in the 
following branches were least likely to obtain 
their desired choice: Ordnance Corps (39 
percent), Quartermaster Corps (48 percent), 
and Chemical Corps (50 percent). Over 25 
percent of the officers in Aviation, Signal 
Corps, Military Intelligence, Chemical Corps, 
Transportation Corps, Ordnance Corps, and 

Fieure 2. Scores on Retention Propensity, 
^faction with Promotions, and Satisfaction w.th 
Work for Officers Who Stayed in andSeparated 
from the Army 

Quartermaster Corps left the Army. Branches 

showing the lowest separation rates were 
Adjutant General (15 percent), Corps of 
Engineers (16 percent), and Infantry (17 

percent). 

have higher retention propensity than white 
officers. Even so, forced branching could 
result in increased dissatisfaction and rates ot 
retention. Whereas 73 percent of white 

officers received their most desired branch 
assignment, this was true for only 56 percent 
of minority officers (see Figure 1). Similariy 
whereas only 15 percent of white officers did 
not get either their first or second choice, this 
was so for 33 percent of minority officers. It is 
unclear how much of this disparity between 
whites and minorities in receiving their desired 
branches was due to forced-branching, but 
minorities were more often assigned to 
branches they did not seek. 

Whites and minorities responding to the 
LROC survey were equally satisfied with 
promotions and the work. For both groups of 
officers, being assigned to one's desired branch 
translates into increased satisfaction with 
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promotions but decreased satisfaction with the 
'work (see Figure 3). Tothe extent that die 
higher quality officers are more likely to 
receive their choice of branch, this would 
suggest that the very best officers require more 
challenging duties to increase their work 
satisfaction. 

I«GMU 

Mjnoritiei, Stf. w/ Piuiuotioiii 

WWW, S*. »rf PronotioM 
Minonlici.S*.w/Wotk 

While«, S*.WWwk 

Fi«mre 3  Trends Across Branch Choice iav 
Saction iith Promotions and with Workior 
Minority and White Officers 

Counter to the typical findings, minority 
officers reported slightly lower levels of_ 
retention propensity than whites in the LROC 
sample. The retention rates reflect this: 20 
percent of minority officers separated, 
compared to 21 percent of white officers. The 
trends across branch choice suggest that a 
greater proportion of minorities than whites 
who did not receive their first or second choice 
of branch separated (38 percent and 18 
percent, respectively). Hence, forced- f 
branching could be eroding minority officers 
propensity for Army service, resulting in 
higher separation rates. 

f»m]. Officers. Female officers generally 
have lower retention propensity than their male 
counterparts. Thus, forced branching could be 
particularly detrimental to retaining females in 
me officer corps. For the LROC survey 
sample, 74 percent of male officers received 

their most desired branch assignment. By 
comparison, only 60 percent of female officers 
were assigned as desired. Simdarly, whereas 
onlv 15 percent of male officers did not get 
either their first or second choice, this was so 
for 26 percent of female officers. Again, it is 
unclear how much of this disparity between 
males and females in receiving their desired 
branches was due to forced-branching, but 
females (like minorities) were more often 
assigned to branches they did not seek. 

Males and females responding to the LROC 
survey were equally satisfied with the work 
and with promotions. Similar to the 
minority/white comparisons given above, both 
groups of officers displayed increased 
satisfaction with promotions but decreased 
satisfaction with the work as their branch 

preference increased. 

Forthe LROGsample, retention propensity for 
female officers was lower than for males (as 
expected). The lower propensity for females 
treated into slightly higher separation rates 
(25 percent of females and 21 percent of males 
separate). Similar to the minority/white 
comparisons, the trends across branch choice 
indicated that females who did not receive one 
of their first two branch choices exhibited 
much higher separation rates than males who 
were likewise assigned (37 percent vs. 15 
percent). 

Implications:  IT M.GHT BE EPPECT,VE TO BEGIN TH.S 

SAMPLE: COL LEAHY (CH.EF. ^NGT-ONAL AKEA 

£NAGEMENT AND D«^^ :rMUST HOT 
PERSONNEL COMMAND) STATED.    CLEARLY   WE M 

BE TOO OVERZEALOUS .M OUR -^^ „ MORE 

TuOT^ON W.LL EMPHAS.ZE THE POUOY .MPACT OP THE 

LROC. 
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Data from the LROC survey suggest that the 
costs of forcing disproportionate numbers of 
female and minority officers into non-desired 
branches for the sake of equally distnbuting 
them throughout the officer corps might 
outweigh the benefits. Minority and female 
junior officer retention and satisfaction with 
promotions are adversely affected by Mure to 
receive a desired branch assignment. The 
findings regarding retention propensity and 
subsequent retention are particularly strong. 

To the extent that forced branching increases 
separation rates for minorities and females 
fewer officers from these special groups will 
be available to be promoted into the higher 
echelons of Army leadership. Army needs, 
which may override individual considerations, 
temper these results. The LROC data just 
presented are therefore of special, interest to 
Army policy makers charged with meeting 
individual and institutional needs through 
branch assignment. 

FOR MORE FORMATION ON THE FINDINGS FROM THIS 

REPORT OR ON THE LROC SURVEY IN GENERAL. 

PLEASE CONTACT 

DR. GUY SIEBOLD 

U.S. ARMY RESEARCH IHSTTTUTE 
500 I  EISENHOWER AVENUE 

ALEXANDRIA. VA   22333-5600 

DSN:    284-9708 
COMMERCIAL:    (703) 274-9708 
FAX-    (703) 274-8578 
DON/INTERNET:    S,EBOLD@ALEXANDR.A-EMH2.ARMY.M,L 

PREPARED BY HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION 

66 CANAL CENTER PLAZA.  SU.TE 400 
ALEXANDRIA, VA   223 14-159 1 
PROJECT DIRECTOR:    DR.  RODNEY A.  MCCLOY 

(703) 706-5653 (O) 
(703) 548-5574 (F) 
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Please print your SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 
in the boxes below: then blacken the matching 

circle under each digit. 

®@® 
@®® 
©0® 
@®@ 
®®@ 
©®® 
®®@ 
@®@ 

©® 
©® 
®® 
®® 
@® 
®© 
®H 
®® 
©<? 

®®(o)(2J. 
©®®® 
®®@® 
®®@® 
®®®® 
©®@® 
©®®s 
®®®s 
@®®®l 
®®@© 

MARK ONLY ONE ANSWER. UNLESS 
OTHERWISE INDICATED. 

I. BACKGROUND INFORM ATIO 

1. What is your sex? 

3 Male 
~ Female 

2. In what year were you born? 

Enter the number of the year in the box. then 
blacken the corresponding digits below. 

19 EXAMPLE:       19 5f 

®m <m 
®m ©,• 
®M •<s 
©ts ®iS 
©a <2)H 
Q )S ®j| 

3. What is your current marital status? 

Q Single, never married 
Q'Single. engaged to be married 

O Married 
O Legally separated 

O Divorced 
O Widowed 

4. How many children do you have (for whom you 

have custody)? 

O None 
C'i 
0 2 
0 3 
04 
O 5 or more 

5. How old is your youngest child? 

Q NA — no children 
Q Under 2 years old 

02-5 
Q6-11 
®12-17 
Q 18 or over 

What is your racial/ethnic background? 

© White, not of Spanish  Hispanic origin 

O Black, not of Spanish/ Hispanic origin 

O Spanish/Hispanic 
O Asian or Pacific Islander 
O American Indian. Aleut. Eskimo 

O Other 

What is the highest level of education you 

have attained? 

O Some college 
O Bachelor's degree 
O Some graduate school 
O Master's degree or equivalent 
O Doctorate or professional degree 
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8. What was your undergraduate major field 

of study? 
O NA — Not Applicable 

O Humanities 
O Social Sciences/ Education 
O Computer Sciences/Statistics 

O Engineering/Applied Sciences 

O Physical Sciences/ Math 

Q Biological Sciences 
O Business/Finance/Public Administration 

O Nursing 
Q Pre-Medical/Dental 

O Other 

9. What is/was your graduate major field of study? 

Q MA — Not Applicable 

11. What branch are you in?  (Not 
(Choose only one) 

COMBAT ARMS 

O 11 - Infantry (IN) 
012-Armor (AR) 
013-Field Artillery (FA) 
O 14- Air Defense Artillery 

(AD) 

O 15-Aviation (AV) 
018- Special Forces <SF) 

021 -Corps of Engineers 

(CE) 

COMBAT SUPPORT 

025-Signal Corps (SO 
O 31 -Military Police Corps 

(MP) 
035-Military Intelligence 

(Ml) 
O 74-Chemical Corps (CM) 

r\ Humanities 
O Social Sciences/Education 
O Computer Sciences/Statistics 

O Engineering/Applied Sciences 

O Physical Sciences/Math 

O Biological Sciences 
O Business/Finance/ Public Administration 

0 Nursing 
0 Medical/Dental 

Z Other 

)   When you were growing up did you have a parent/ 
guardian who was career active duty military? 

OYes 
ONO 

detailed to) 

COMBAT SERVICE 
SUPPORT 

O 42-Adjutant General (AGi 

O 44-Finance Corps (FC) 
O 88-Transportation Corps 

(TO 

O 91 -Ordnance Corps (ODi 
O 92-Quartermaster Corps 

(QM) 

SPECIAL BRANCHES 

O 55-Judge Advocate 
General Corps (JA) 

O 56-Chaplain Corps (CH) 
O 60-62-Medical Corps (MC) 

O 63-Dental Corps (DC) 
O 64-Vetertnary Corps (VCi 

O65-Medical Specialist 
Corps (AM) 

O 66-Nurse Corps IAN) 
O 67-68-Medical Service 

Corps (MS) 

-1' 

12   If you could be in any branch you wanted, which 
branch would you select? (Choose only one) 

COMBAT ARMS 

Oil-Infantry (IN) 

O 12-Armor (AR) 
Ol3-Field Artillery (FA) 

O 14-Air Defense Artillery 

(AD) 
O 15-Aviation (AV) 
O 18-Special Forces (SF) 

021 -Corps of Engineers 

(CE) 

COMBAT SUPPORT 

025-Signal Corps (SO 
O 31 -Military Police Corps 

(MP) 
O 35 - Military Intelligence 

(Ml) 
O 74-Chemical Corps (CM) 

COMBAT SERVICE 
SUPPORT 

O 42-Adjutant General (AGi 
O 44-Finance Corps (FC) 
O 88-Transportation Corps 

(TO 
O 91 -Ordnance Corps (OD 
O 92-Quartermaster Corps 

(QM) 

SPECIAL BRANCHES 

O 55-Judge Advocate 
General Corps UAi 

O 56-Chaplain Corps ICH. 
O 60-62-Medical Corps IMC) 

0 63-Dental Corps (DC) 
O 64-Veterinary Corps (VCi 

O 65-Medical Specialist 
Corps (AM)  . 

066-Nurse Corps (AN) 
O 67-68-Medical Service 

Corps (MS) 

=1 
- 2 

13. Was your basic branch your: 

O First choice 
O Second choice 

O Third choice 
O Fourth choice 

O Other 
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Do you intend to try to transfer into a different branch? 

O No - not interested in changing branches. 
O No - I cannot get into the branch I want. 
O Yes - but I do not expect to get the branch I want. 
O Yes - and I do expect to get the branch I want. 

O Undecided, or don't know 

Some officers are detailed from their basic branch to 

another (detail) branch. 

15. Are YOU currently detailed to a branch other 
than your basic branch? 

OYes 
ONO 

If you answered "Yes" above, which branch 
are you currently detailed to? 

Oil- Infantry (IN) 
O 12-Armor (AR) 
Ql3-Field Artillery (FA) 
O 14-Air Defense Artillery (AD) 

074-Chemical Corps (CM) 

O Other 

7. What functional area are you 

O 35-Military Intelligence 
O 39-Psychological 

Operations/Civil 

Affairs 

O 41 - Personnel 
Management 

045-Comptroller 

O46-Public Affairs 
O 47 - USMA Permanent 

Faculty 
O 48-Foreign Area Officer 
O 49-Operations Research/ 

Systems Analysis 

O 50-Force Development 

in? 

O 51 -Research and 
Development 

O 52-Nuclear Weapons 
O 53 - Systems Automation 

Officer 

O 54-Operations. Plans 
and Training 

097-Contracting and 
Industrial 
Management 

O 99-Combat Development 

O DK-Don't know/ 
No preference 

ONone 

18. What functional area would 
in the Army? 
O 35-Military Intelligence 
O 39-Psychological 

Operations/Civil 
Affairs 

O 41 -Personnel 
Management 

O 45-Comptroller 
O 46-Public Affairs 
O 47-USMA Permanent 

Faculty 
O 48-Foreign Area Officer 
O 49-Operations Research/ 

Systems Analysis 

O 50-Force Development 

you prefer if you stay 

051-Research and 
Development 

O 52-Nuclear Weapons 
O 53-Systems Automation 

Officer 

054-Operations. Plans 
and Training 

O 97-Contracting and 
Industrial 
Management 

O 99-Combat Development 

O DK-Don't know/ 
No preference 

ONone 

19. When did you begin your active commissioned 

service in the Army? 

O Before 1980 

O 1980 

O 1981 
O 1982 

O 1983 
O 1984 
O 1985 
O 1986 

O 1987 
O 1988 

O 1989 

O 1990 
O 1991 

20. What was the source of your commission? 

O ROTC scholarship 
O ROTC non-scholarship 

OUSMA 

Oocs 
O Direct 
O Other 

21    Upon commissioning from ROTC. were you 
designated DMG (Distinguished Military Graduate)? 

OYes 

O No 
O Not Applicable - I am not an ROTC graduate. 

22. What is your current status? 

O RA (Regular Army) 
O OTRA (Other Than Regular Army) 

O Other 

23. What is your current rank? 

O 2LT O MM 
01LT OLTC 
Q CPT O COL or above 

24. What is your Major Command Headquarters? 

O Forces Command (FORSCOM) 
OTra.n.ng and Doctrine Command «TRAOOCl 
O U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army (USAREUR) 

O Western Command (WESTCOM) 

O Eighth U.S. Army. Korea (EUSA) 
O Health Services Command (HSC) 
O Southern Command (SOUTHCOM) 
O Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) 

O Secretary of Defense or Joint Activity WCS. DIA. 
and other Defense Agencies) 

O Army Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM) 

O U.S. Army Japan (USARJ) 
O U S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) 

O Information Systems Command <USA|SC1 

O Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC) 

O Criminal Investigations Command (CIDC) 

O Corps Of Engineers (COE) 
O U.S. Army Strategic Defense Command (USASDC) 
O Military District of Washington (MDW) 

O Other 

— 4- 
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>5. How many year, of active duty service 
have you completed (including any 
enlisted or warrant officer time)? 

For single digit responses, start 

with "0." 

For example, if you have 5 years 
active duty service, enter "05   in 
the boxes and blacken the "0" and 

the "5" below. 

16. How many years of active duty service 
do you expect to have completed by 
the time you leave the Army? 

For single digit responses, start 

with "0." 

7   How many years of active duty service 
would you like to have completed by 
the time you leave the Army? 

For single digit responses, start 

with "0." 

years 

How many months do you have left 
in your obligated period of active duty 
service (including additional 
obligations incurred from PCS. 
military training, civilian schooling)? 

Enter "00" if you have completed 
your current obligation. 

29. How many months ago did you complete your 

active duty service obligation? 

Enter "00" if you have not yet completed your 
current obligation. 

months 

years 

®@ 
©0 
®® 
®® 
®© 
®® 
®® 
®® 
®® 
®® 

30 What is your current total monthly military pay 
before taxes (including all special pays such as 
flight pay. parachute pay. BAQ. BAS. medical 
specialty pay. etc.)?  Round to nearest dollar. 

years 

^)®®Q3 
®QO© 
®®®.@ 
®®®® 
®®®(3 
®®@<S 
®©®<5 
©®®(2 
®®®® 
®®@© 

dollars 

31   Approximately what was your total family income 
from all sources (before taxes) in 1991? Round to 
the nearest thousand. (Blacken 99 if your total 
income was $99,000 or more.) 

months 

thousand dollars 

©<3 
®<a 
®s 
®@ 
®& 
®<3 
®® 
®(S 
®<3 

— 5 — 
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A. Supervision and Work 

Please use the scale below to evaluate your supervisor/ 
rater and the nature of the work in your current assignment. 
However, it v"» »re currently in school or training, please 

evaluate your previous duty assignment. 

Supervisor/Rater ^ <P •* / ^ 

1. Overall leadership offectivenett Q.0 O OD 
fm     ■».      p? 

2. Recognizing/rewarding subordinates .QOOO© 
«it     ir»      r* 

3. Technical competence 9       ■      ^ 

'*    :-    f 
Nature of the Work t*y    .•*    J> 

4. Opportunity to learn/ develop skills      «AQQQ 

relevant to your career  \LJ<J<J^J^ 

5. Opportunity to do work that OOOO'O 
interests you iZ \ 

6. Opportunity to exercise initiative/ _ _ 
put your ideas into action UUUW«^ 

B. Assignments 

7. In the left-hand column, which category below best 
describes the nature of vour current duty assignment? 

8. In the right-hand column, which category below best 
describes the nature of your previous duty assignment? 

7. 8. 
Currant Previous 

Aisignment Assignment 
SELECT SELECT 

ONLY ONE ONLY ONE 

a. Platoon leader (or equivalent) U J^ 

b. Company XO ^ ... 
c. Company commander ^ ~ 

d. Staff officer O U 

e. Special branch position 
(e.g.. Doctor. Nurse. _ 
Lawyer. Chaplain) U J^ 

f. Instructor/trainer  O ^ 
g. In military training/school O ^ 

h. In civilian school O U 

..Other  O O 

9. How many hours per week (on average) do you 
usually work in your current assignment? 

m hours 

©Q 
®<£. 
®& 
®<& 
<£>'<& 
®l 
®i 
®® 

10. How many hours per week (on average) would 
you like to work on your job? 

hours 

11 

2)15. 
©© 
®® 
®® 
©© 
®® 
s® 
®0 
®® 
®©l 

Under normal circumstances, what is the lowest 
number of hours that you might be asked to work 
in a week on your job? 

hours 
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12 Under normal circumstance», what is the»«Mfflfi 
number of hour, that you might be asked to work 
in a week on your job? 

hours 

16. What do you think would be a fri.-hourly rate of pay. 
for your current job?  (Answer in terms of dollars 

per hour.) 

dollars per hour 

,3. How common is it for the number of hours you work 

per week to vary on this job? 

O Very common 
O Somewnat common 

O Hard to say 
3 Somewnat uncommon 

"i Verv uncommon 

14. Do you think the Army shou.d pay '^«™££ 
rate for excessively long hours worked in any week? 

O Yes 

O No 

15   If yes. after how many hours per week should the 
bonus or overtime rate become effective? 

C. Satisfaction 

Please use the scale below to ^ 
indicate your overall level of * 
satisfaction with the following £      <      . 
aspects of Army life arthe ^       »     J 

pmaent time. <?      / £   fc" 

/ / £ ** f 
How satisfied are you with ... g jf/JJ 

17. Personal and family life :V 

.pcooo 
18. Life as an officer     r^ 

fW    -■*    'r~ 

19. Support received from branch        QQQOO 
assignment off icer(s) Ä     „     ^ 

Hg ^P V^^ 

20. Time available to pursue personal  IQ^QP 

life goals «    l* 

21. Relationships with superior SoSlOjä 

officers 9    «j 

BoÜoP 
22. Relationships with peers j*|    ^     ^~ 

23. Relationships with subordinates... HO B*    . 

-   1 

-7 — 
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A. Development and Support 

1    Did you participate in the Junior Reaerve Officer 
Training Program (JROTC) during high school? 

O No there was no JROTC program at my high school. 

O No. I did not participate in JROTC in high school. 
OYes I participated in JROTC during the follow.ng 

grades (PLEASE MARK ALL THAT APPLY): 

O 9th grade O 11th grade 
O 10th grade 012th grade 

If you participated in JROTC in high school, what 

was the service branch? 
O Not applicable (no JROTC program or did not participate) 

O Army 
O Navy 
O Air Force 
O Marines 

3. Did you attend a military high school? 

0No 
O Yes I attended during the following grades 

(PLEASE MARK ALL THAT APPLY): 

O 9th grade 011th grade 
010th grade Q 12th grade 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements. £ 

My pre-commissioning military $• 
training (USMA. ROTC. OCS) ^      / 
prepared me to... /      0»      f 

A. *   S   •£> 
«.       ^   £    i> 

. eS- T? & C? *o 
4. master the requirements of r^rM^n'Cl 

my Branch Basic Course W^M^W 
ire»   »m   m 

5. conduct oral presentations nonDQ 
and briefings M^*w?i p  <*  m 

6. write memos and short reports .. OOOOQ 

v*k    >p»    "55 
7. be an effective officer QOQOQ 

8. How close/far is the fit between your college 
major and your branch duties? 

O Very close 
O Close 
O Borderline 

OFar 
O Very far 

9. How close/far is the fit between your initial 
expectations vs. the reality of your branch duties? 

O Very close 

O Close 
O Borderline 
OFar 
O Very far 

10   How good are the opportunities for a°vancem"nt 

In your branch for someone who has had the types 

of assignments you have had? 

O Excellent 
2) Very good 

0 G°od 

Q Limited 
Q Very limited 

11. How good are the opportunities for command 

in your branch? 

O Excellent 
O Very good 

QGood 
O Limited 
0 Very limited 

12   How competitive for schools and promotions would 
you be if you were to be evaluated right now tak.ng 
tf * Y""' assignments  as well as your 
performance, into account? 

0 Id have a strong advantage. 
0 I'd have an advantage. 
O No advantage or disadvantage 

O I'd be at a disadvantage. 
O I'd be at a strong disadvantage. 

13   Have you been treated any differently in your job or 
career because of your race or ethnic background? 

0 Yes. more positively 
O Yes. more negatively 

ONo 

14. Have you been treated any differently in your job 
or career because of your sex? 

O Yes. more positively 
0 Yes. more negatively 

ONo 

— 8 — 
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P.ease indicate your .eve, of agreement with the «...owing 

statements. 

15. I am confident I will be 
promoted as high as my 
ability and interest warrant 
if I stay in the Army  

£ ^ ^ Q- * 

16. The Army will protect my 
benefits and retirement 

17   I am confident I will get the 
kinds of assignments I need to 
be competitive tor promotions 

18   I am very likely to get assign- 

ments that match my skills 
and interests if I stay in 
the Army   

..QOOO© 
N* 

CrnTn^«,^ (Select ,s many as apply, 

O Mv lack of experience in trie Army 

r> r-hanoes in Army manpower needs 
0 iend" , Congress.ona, act.ons .budget. R.fe etc, 

01 don't have any uncertainty 
O Other (explain in •Comments- sect.on at the end 

of survey» 

Plea« use the scale below to indicate how satisfied you 
2Z* the following aspects of Army If 

/ 
•*     / 

\r c*F ^ d   *2b 

19   The officer evaluation/selection 

'  system is effective in promoting 
the best officers  

20. The officer evaluation/selection 
system rewards officers for 
integrity and professionalism .. 

..ooooo 

How satisfied are you with . 

j? <S 4 <S * 
.   m-nt OOOOQ 

22. Your current assignment   ^ 

23. The quality of supervision 
you receive in your 
^■■rrwnt assignment  

QO;Q 

I 24. The kinds of assignments Q O Ö OÖ 
you have had  ,_r 

.-*     5>     ** 
25   The quality of information 

you have received about Q O Q O O 
Army career options  .,..     ,-. 

' .7.  -«-   K~ 
I 26. Opportunities for informal OOOOÖ 

contacts with superiors ,,_     ^    gj 

' :*«     '.S     M? 
•H    #-    ;!§ 27. Your current compensation ^    £    :^ 

(pay. allowances, benefits. .QOQO.0 

««•> *f   |§   3 
28. The respect and recognition |    |    | 

given to officers in your 00*30)3 
career field J»    Mj    |p| 

QO'ÖOtä 
29   Social relations with peers |Ä    gj    || 

pobol 
30. Your current job &-    M|    ä# 

31. Your career prospects MoßJOö 

in the Army  

z] 

-9- 
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B. Individual Concerns/Ethics 

/ 

ft /// 
32. I can generally influence e/^^6*«£ 

the way things turn out 30^0^ 
in my life  S    M 

33. I use several different |S|    Kg 
strategies to handle the ?kr3j&r\t 
stress in my life &UtaVi. 

34. I can usually count on ^    & 
someone to provide me jijji     i£ 
with the information or '     _ Q QQ 

advice I need ■      ■ ~     ---.» 

35. I can usually find someone ;' ^ 
to help me or do me a _ r"» O^O 
favor if I need it KJ<U<U^ w 

•_n     > .      •-*•- 

36. If I have a problem or 
concern, there is someone . v       '■ 
I can count on to listen ;£? _ y~ n >3 
and understand me H     T      - 

a»    yjf*    $> 
37. I have friends I enjoy %# ^ f* 

spending time with after 'nOGO'^ 
work .y ^-Vrv-'.— 

Use the following scale to answer questions 38-40. 

41 In your capacity as an officer, have you ever been 
asked or pressured by a superior to do something 

you consider unethical? 

O Yes 
O No 

42. Do you feel that unethical behavior is a problem 
in the Army Officer Corps? 

O Not a problem at all 
O A small problem 
O A moderate problem 
O A serious problem 
0 A very serious problem 

At the present time, what 
level of strain, conflict, 
or stress—if any —are 
you experiencing ... /* 4? 
38. inh" oDoäoöoöo.Q Inyourjob wg£wig     ^    -^     •■■g 

39. In your personal life .... 0|s0Ji0fg0j|P' 

40. in your family life OSOSOQOHol 

C. Career Orientations 

Please complete the next four statements (Questions 
43-46) with the response that is most true for you. 

43   If affordable, decent housing were available both 
" on-post and off-post. I would generally prefer 

to live: 

O On-post 
0 Off-post 

44. Most important to my personal pride is: 

O My service to the Army and the United States 

as a soldier 
O My technical/professional skills 

46. When I think of myself as a professional. I compare 

myself most often with: 
Q Army leaders whom I know and respect 
O Those who are respected in mV technical/career 

field whether or not they are in the Army 

46. The kind of work I enjoy most is available: 

O Only in the military 
O Primarily in the military 
O Equally in military and civilian world 
0 Primarily in the civilian world 

O Only in the civilian world 
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«i.n« rhanao over time, while for 
For .am. officers career plans «J™*« o are jnterMt. 

others, career plan. ^^"^J own plan, have 
ad in finding out ^^^^.e to indicate (to the 

event/experience descr.bed below. 

// 
if-// 

♦7. AU in .... how .atirfied «• VO" with your job? 

O Very satisfied 
O Satisfied 
O Neither satisfied nor dissat.sf.ed 

Q Dissatisfied 
0 Very dissatisfied 

prospects in the Army? 

"2, Very satisfied 
0 Satisfied 
2 Neither satisfied nor dissat.sf.ed 

" Dissatisfied 
Q Very dissatisfied 

xpect to.. • 

«.. Participate in fi-.d exercise, and/or combat training 

0 Much more than I like 

"* More than I like 
~ About right for me 
~~ Less than . like 
5 Much less than I like 

50. Work in your functional area? 

O Much more than I like 

Q More than I like 
Q About right for me 
O Less than I like 
Q Much less than I like 

51. Work in your branch? 

O Much more than I like 

O More than I like 
Q About right for me 
0 Less than I like 
0 Much less than I like 

52. When I began precom 
missioning training 
(e.g.. USMA. ROTC. 
OCS) I WB. 

£ <» ■* ff £   • 

/////: 

53. At the time I received 
mV commission I was 

.ODOjQO: 

54. After my first leadership 
'|M      '^)      «* 

assignment (e.g.. Platoon       0goOOD 

leader) I was         v      -•-     ,.;; 

55. After my first staff type 

** m i* 
> m °s ü sS  f,i 

After my first staff type QSOl&OÖ 
assignment I was       ^    i»    j|| 

*t    i*»    >* 
OOO'OOO 56. At the end of the Advanced 

Course I was  

57   After my first company 
command assignment 

I we.  

W    -I*    t* 
*    £*    1 
m   -»   -?* 

OiBO^Og 
•   «t   ~   "* 

58. Right now I am -   1 
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D. Attitudes and Perceptions 

Use scale below to indicate your level of agreement 
with the following statements: 

59. Civilians are more likely to share 
my values and beliefs than other 
officers  

*     *     A 

.o  .? •? Ar ß 
/ 

60. An Army career would allow me 
to attain the standard of living I 
want for myself/my family  

61. One of the things I value most 
about the Army is the sense of 
community or camaraderie 
I feel  

62. 

a*   «§•   Hi 
.15S- -       -u* 

•SoSoS 

63. 

** 

I foresee a lot of conflict 
between my work and my 
family life if I make a 
career of the Army  

I would rather be affiliated with 
the Army than any civilian 
organization I know of  

1 
**     ■■«»     *** 

. QOQOQ 

B 
VJr. 

ikk     has     if-* 
.Qo;ooc> 

64. I would be happiest in a 
"traditional" marriage, where 
the husband makes the major 
decisions for the family  

65. If I were to make the Army a 
career. I could maintain the kind 
of balance I want between my 
work and personal life  

** 

4?       i* 

66 An officer's spouse should 
devote a good deal of time to 
unit and post activities  

67. Even if I had an offer of a bit 
more pay from a civilian 
organization. I would be 
reluctant to leave the Army . . 

68. A married woman who works 
should have the same oppor- 
tunity as her husband to make 
long range plans for her career. 

69. I would discourage a close 
friend from joining the Army. 

.©o'ao© 
ÜS   &P   f* 
8»   «*   y? 

.QOOOC 

. öoboo 

i 
pit     i-Si.     >\1- 

.ÖOOOO 

70. The demands of an Army career 
would make it difficult to have 
the kind of family life I would 
like  

71. I can count on Army people to 
help out when needed  

r. s 

I- 

.JSO©o® 

12 
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72. Officers will have difficulty 
advancmg their careers .'the* 
spouses do not get involved m 

unit or Army community 

activities  

• J> ^ 

aoBos 
a* <oi m 

73. 1 frequently «eel like leaving 

the Army   

m m w 
74   | am quite proud to tell people QOOOO 

that I am in the Army  ■-      ■-,' 

75   Even if a husband has a demand- 

ing career, he should share ^       ^     £ 
responsibility for housework QOOOO 

andchildcare    •- ~     •"* 

76. I feel I am really a part of the 
Army organization  

77   For me. a rewarding career can 
'  compensate for limited 

personal/family time  

£. Future Plans and Constraints 

00.00.0 

& '^ l?i # '* 1 
78. I can get ahead in the Army g-     «fc 

doing the kinds of work I like QQ^O} 

best 

79   if | were to stay in the Army. 
could provide my family with the * 

opportunities and experiences 
I think are most important  

80   Which of the following best describes your current 

career intention,? Qvears 

2' P,a" " S in he Amy until ret.rement at 20 years 
O . Plan «o stay .n «h.       v ^^ ^ 

0 ' P,a"ndSS"« sTaVy.ng
Vuntll ret.rement 

O,Z unread whether or not, will stay m the Armv 
.nmoletion of my obligation 

o ,r;:™ ««-——,- 

0,;ts. .«.«.—— 
my obligation 

conditions? 
O Very difficult 

O Difficult 
O Not part.cularlv ditlicult or easy 

OEasy 
O Very easy 

family situation? 

O Very difficult 

■/~: Difficult 
5 Not part.cularlv diKieult or easy 

O Easy 
O Very easy 

XA it hp for you financially to be 

"• SSJ« n o/3 month', H you needed time to 
find a new job? 

O Very difficult 

O Difficult 
O Not part.cularly difficult or easy 

O Easy 
O Very easy 

1 
1 
I 

- 13 — 
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- 1 
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A. Decision Factors 

career decision. 

ß •-       S      • 
/ £      •/* * 

OOÖOÜ 
1Pav ■ ■-"  OOOOO 2. Retirement benefits  .. 

3. Benefits other than retire-        'gogoQ 
ment (e.g.. medical. PX) ^ ^      __ 

4. Assistance for civilian OOOOO 
graduate education ^     ,-        ^ 

5. Overall standard of living QOOO© 
in the Army _£,     ,(^     ^ 

6. Opportunities to advance QOOOQ 
in your chosen field >g     ' -       j, 

7. Opportunities for job                   QOOOQ 
satisfaction ■■ AQOOO 

8. Quality of co-workers ^       -.        ^ 

9. Your feelings about the j£    ^i     ^ 
organization mission/ OOOOO» 

10. Worüing'hours/ schedule ®°§°® 

11. Employment/educational OOOOO 
opportunities for spouse ^Vjww 

12. Spouse's overall QOOOO 
satisfaction  

13. Quality of childcare/ OOOOO 
schools/youth facilities ^^ \£w ^ 

14. Time for personal/family ** 

life      gg    -^     :■•5 
15. Length of maternity/ £fOQOO 

paternity leave available ££    -g|    £| 

i      16. Overall quality of life §OiSO'® 
1 in military ■—«    ^«     -^ 

■ 17. Level of integrity/ 
■ professionalism in ^SoOOfi 

organization     „. • • • - goÖO& 
• 18. Personal freedom    OOQOQt 

• 19. Jobsecurity HloSO'C"" 
1      20. Total family income SS    fe 

« 21. Civilian job alternatives             CTOOOH 
■ available to you SB    J 

»      22. Slow down in officer jglO<s[oM 
• promotions *■    *•     ™ 

it 9«   - ^ase select the three 
ln responding to queens 2J». ^^V^ t0 VOur 
factors from <£^JJf "„ .e.vinTThT^Ty. Please 
ow^de^o^u^^ 

23. Blacken the item "umber of the first most important 

?4   BUcken the item number of the second most important 

M®£i-A- item number of the third most important 

ß. Civilian Alternatives 

i? * 

-v 
■o   .* ^  >   A 

*   «0    T   "»   "»     - 

OOOOOO 
26. Pay •;    OOOOOO 
27. Retirement benefits - • • ■ rj'nOQOQi 
28. Ben.fitsotherth.nret,rement... ^MUg    g 

29. Assistance for civilian O'OOOOO 
graduate education OOOOOO 

30. Overall standard of living UUUV^ 

31. Opportunities to advance QOOOO.O 
in your chosen field        •-• 

32. Opportunities for job QQOQOQ 
satisfaction • OOOOOO 

33. Quality of co-workers ^-        ^ 

34. Your feelings about the OOOOOO 
organization mission/goal. X^OQOQ. 

35. Working hours/schedule       »    E    9 

36. Employment/educational 0|oQOQ 
opportunities for spouse XSO'FJO'© 

37. Spouse', over... satisfaction.  . 0l°gU j| 

38. Quality of childcare/ OHOüSOtS- 
schools/youth facilities nSoQO'C 

39. Time for personal/family life.... U jj^g    * 

40. Length of maternity/ oüollO? 
paternity leave available ogOftjO? 

41. Overall quality of life       S|    j^,    ^ 

42. Level of integrity/prof es- OSOMOU 
sionaiism in organization 0»0©Op 

43. Personal freedom  OSO'SSOiSf. 

44. Job security OÜOSOJLf 
45. Total family income      »• 
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these conditions. 

!. How many weeks wou.d you, expee.: to_spendaway 
from home in a typical year (mclud.ng TDY. f.e.d 

exercises, training, alerts, etc.»? 

weeks 

5. 
u   " ^f«n .re oersonal or family plans (vacations. How often are persu» . |jk ,   to be 

O Very seldom 
O Occasionally 
O About half the time 

O Frequently 

O Almost always 

z\ 

- .h. «eale below to indicate how willing 
r.urAoTarr"rttheconditions,requirements 

you expect in an Army career. 

2. How many unaccompan.ed «-<6^s or morel 

would you expect to have over the course of 

career in the Army? 

Q None 

Oi 
02 
03 
04 
OS 
06 
O 7 or more 

Q   O .5    «   . 

,0   C  a ■r * 

How do you feel about. 

6 The number of weeks per 

year you would typically 
spend away from home?  

7 The number of unaccom- 

panied tours you would 
probably have over the 
course of a career?  

8   The amount of flexibility you 
would have to adjust your 
schedule or take time off for 
personal or family reasons? . 

Q Almost no flexibility 
O A little flexibility 
O Some flexibility 
Q A lot of flexibility 
Q Almost total flexibility 

4. ln most Army ",gnments how rnucH «£';£" 

vou typically have over the ffi^«£"£^uW take 
when you leave) of trips or assignments that wou 

you away from home? 

O Almost no control 

O A little control 

O Some control 
O A lot of control 
O Almost total control 

.äoooo 
m ■<*■ '■■■*• 

jLOOOQ 
6* 
t-t- ..it- 

.QPG-OQ 
ice    >»» 

9   The amount of control you 
would have over the timing 
of trips/assignments that 
would take you away from 

home?  

10 The frequency with which 
personal or family plans 
would be disrupted by 
job demands/Army 
requirements?  

11. The average length of time 
you would stay in one 
location before a PCS? 

12   The number of PCS moves 

over the course of your 

career?  

Z] 
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A^lEUpi^^ 
Married and Engaged Officers Only 

.. .h« scale below to indicate how you think your 

srfiS"^•^-h•condwon8/^uire,^ 
you expect in an Army career. 

How do you think your spouse/ 
f iance(e) feels about... 

1. the number of weeks per 
year you wouid typically 
spend away from home?.... 

- /, / .<* & $ * - «? " £ £ £ i" .?   "f ^   ° 

* <? £ P •? 
o   v   £ J? * 

.opooa 
CW» 

2. the number of unaccom- 
panied tours you would 
probably have over the 
course of a career?  

3. the amount of flexibility you 
would have to adjust your 
schedule or take time off for 
personal or family reasons?   . 

4   the amount of control you 
would have over the timing of 
trips/assignments that would 
take you away from home?  

5   the frequency with which 
personal or family plans would 
be disrupted by job demands/ 
Army requirement«?  

i.-a 

.p.oaoS 
'JS* 

■:» 

'S» 

.gogpQ 

6. the average length of time 
you would stay in one 
location before a PCS? •. • 

7. the number of PCS moves over 
the course of your career? 

8   the social obligations tradition- 
ally performed by the spouse 

of an officer (clubs, volunteer 
work, attending and hosting 
social functions, etc.)?  .aoQOi 

- ■■ ■■■ 

How do you think your spouse/fiancele) fee s about 
*e gene», uncertainty of Army life «alerts, last 
mfnute schedule changes, short not.ce moves, etc.? 

O Very reluctant to accept 
O Somewhat reluctant to accept 

O Mixed feelings or neutral 
O Somewhat willing to accept 

O Very willing to accept 

10   Please enter the year you were married, or if not 
m."ed yet. the year you expect to get mamed. 
HfTou expect to get married in the year 2000 

or later, mark "0.") 

11. Is your family currently expectmg a child 

9 months)? 

i.e.. next 

12. 

13 

Z Yes 

5 No 

Does your spouse/fiancele) live in a different 

geographic area from you right now? 

QYes 
QNo 

When your spouse/fiancele) was growing up did 
T/she have a parent/guardian who was career 

active duty military? 

OYes 
QNo 
O Don't know 

14. 
ole.se indicate which best describes your spouse/ 

fiancetel's family background? 

O Born and raised outside the U.S. 
O American-military family background 
O American-civilian family background 

-16 — 
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5. «a, your ,pou,./f-ance.e, eve, served in the mi.itarv? 

"I   O Yes. and .eft before we deeded to get married 

O Yes. and left after we were rnarr-ed 
O Yes and .s st.ll in. but .mending to get out 

'   O Yes and is still in. but undecided about paying 
Q^es. and is st.l. in. and intending to stay 

.„/f.ancetel is currently working, do 
20. ,f your spouse/*ancel » ^^ 

S;r"ous:"ance(e1,swor.ngbe,owhls,her 

]eV"0i*^ZZ „swork.ngatorabovehis.her 
O No — spouse/tiance>Bi 

level of qualification. 
Q NA_Spouse/fiance(e» is not working. 

Z] 

, what ,s the highest lev., of education your spouse/ 

fiance(e) has attained? 

O Less than high school degree 
O High school degree or equivalent 

O Some college, no degree 
O Graduate of 2 year college or technical school 

O Graduate of 4 year college 
O Some graduate level work 

education/training? (Answt» 

Q yes-High School diploma or equivalent 

O Yes—Associate s degree 
O Yes—Bachelors degree 
O Yes-Masters degree or equivalent 
O Yes-Doctorate or professional degree 

O Yes—Technical training 
O Yes—Other training 

O Don't know 

8. is your spouse/fiancelel currently in school? 

ONo 
QYes. part-time 

QYes. full-time 

9   Does your spouse/fiancele, currently have a paying job? 

' ^M„    nm interested in paid employment now 
8N

N°oIwams pa d work but , not currently -coking 

ONO-IS currently looking for a su.table |ob 
QYes-under 20 hours/week 

QYes —20-34 hours/week 
QYes—35-40 hours/week 
QYes—over 40 hours/week 

„..«/fiancelel working at what is considered 

college or college-level warning)? 

Q NA_spouse/fiance(e) not working 

OYes 
QNo 

thousand. 

thousand dollars 

I <o)® I 
©©I 
®® 
®® 

I®® 
®®I 
I®®! 
®@ 
®® 
®®J 

in 1991? 

Oo 
Oi 
02 
03 
04 
OS 
06 
07 
OS 
09 
Q10 
on 
OI2 

Q Don't know 

-17- 
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24. Which *^~2SZXS££ 
fiance(e|'s loniterm wont/en 
ONotmteres.edmwork.ngforpavouts.de 

U   career or advancement onented 

(eg   for children, relocation) 

2, „o« «MI rÄÄtssr ES, 

i O Very difficult 

, O Difficult 
O Not especially difficult or easv 

, 3 Easv 
. ^ Verv easv . ' 
' ^ NA - Not interested m paid work 

a Q Don't know 

: 26. *-~-~~i?jrJzzsz. 
:  srr*,."«*•»-«*»- -" 
— opportunity? 
m O Verv difficult 

a, O Difficult 
5 Not especallv difficult or easv 

a 0 Easv 
ai "") Verv easv . 

O NA - Not interested in paid work 

a O D°n l knoW 

28   How do., your .pou.e/«.nce,e,fee. about your 

staying in the Army? 

O Defimtelv wants me to stav 
O Leans toward warning me to stav 

O Neutral or sat.sfied either way 
Q Leans toward want.ng me to leave 

O Definitely wants me to leave 

to make the Army a career? 

O Strong support 
O Moderate support 

O Neutral 
O Moderate opposition 

O Strong opposition 

30. Overa,,. how satisfied is your spouse/fianc^ 

with the Army as a way of lit* 

O Very satisfied 

O Satisfied 

O Neutral 
Q Dissatisfied 
O Very dissatisfied 

31 

Q Verv satisfied 

O Satisfied 

O Neutral 
O Dissatisfied 
O Very dissatisfied 

— wants? 

m O Definitely yes 

m O Probably ves 

m O D°n l know 

a, O Probably no 

m O Definitely no 
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z\ 

that the following situations may occur. 

/ 
/ 

£     &     $ 

1. You will work more hours QODOy 
thanvoudonow £      ^    ^ 

2   You will be able to stay in >~     ,<<■-     '# 

' ,he Army and be promoted OO'OO'O 
on or ahead of schedule  ..      |s     ^ 

3. The best officers will                         ... O O O O Ö 
stay in the Army   

•*>'■     ■■* 

4. The best NCO's will stay OOOOÜ 
in the Army  --i 

5   The best junior enlisted -^     ^' 

' soldiers will stay in the Q QQ Q Q 

Army  

6. You wilt be involuntarily O O O O O 
released from the Army  

low likely is it that troop 
eductions will result in 
he following: 

OOOOO 
7   Readiness will suffer  

OOOOO 
8. Morale will suffer  

OOOOO 
9   Your family will suffer  . ^ 

'ooö.o© 
0. You will suffer  

In the Arrny than you wer., year ago? 

O Much more interested 

O More interested 

O About the same 
O Less interested 
O Much less interested 

O Undecided 

12   How does the Army's involvement in the War 
on Drugs affect your career ,ntent.ons? 

OI intend to stay longer 
OI intend to leave sooner 
O No change in my career intentions 

O Not sure 

, 3. (Choose only one answer to the following question, 

A, a result of recent world events. I believe that 

mv Army duties... 

O wm .II~ "»•» <""' m°" *"" 

oiSrür———-—*— 
current or new tasks. 

O Will require me to spend the same amount of 
„me working as I do now. 

O I am unsure how my time will be affected. 

. „=«t the Army has been called upon to 

^rcrr^'rrsi-»- 
(Please mark all that applV-l 

O Grenada 
3 Panama 
O Saudi Arabia/ Southwest Asia 
O Other (Do not include PCS moves) 

O None of the above 

Asia) from reductions-in-force (RIFsl. 

O Strongly agree 

O Agree 
O Neither agree nor disagree 

O Disagree 
O Strongly disagree 

4 

4 

] 
3 
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deployed to Southwest Awe». 

O Strongly agree 

O Agree 
O Neither agree nor disagree 

i O Disagree 
i O Strongly disagree 

■ 

!   17   Officer, deployed to South«.« Asia in support:of 
I   17, Sper."on.De..rtShi..d/Stonnwmexp.nence. 

a O A small promotion advantage 
a O A moderate promotion advantage 

a O A larae Promotion advantage 
a O No promotion advantage 
a O A promotion disadvantage 

. combat role, only H they volunteer for them? 

a O Requ.red to take combat roles the same as men 

a O OnW if they volunteer 
" O Women should not be eligible for combat roies 

a O Don't know 

a O Unsure 

■ OYes 
a ONO 

a O Don'1 know 

■ 

'   20   Should women have the right to serve fully in all 

. combat branches in the Army? 

a O Yes 
. QNo 
■ Q Don't know 

21 

This section is to be completed by a» officers. 

« .«k »bout frinoe benefits, money, work 

X,m"ZdSnt«m the kind you have encountered .n 
^ous^y» VVe appreciate your cooperation ,n pro- 

viding this information. 

A   Fringe Benefits 
,,. .deed to evaluate four fringe benefits in 

Below you are »** ,0 ew ^ situations that are 
two dimension«: money"*™'thetical The Army 

proposed toyoui he» *^V.e benefits. However, 
i, not considering e"m'"™"9 t0 ,„,„ the rejatb/e 
vour rea.Wy.spon'', w    JJJM« - ^ ^ ^ 

!T!Ä - *A™ in p,annin9 their 
package- 

P„Me indicate below *?^**ffig££ 
dollar.) you would beM* ng to WMj ^^^ 
income for each of thefoHo      g     ^ ^ ^ ^ askjng 

CnÄow howTou fee, about them personal* 

.Consider each benefit separately and enter "OOO" .f a 

Sit is not worth any money to you.) 

Benefit 

dollars per month 

If women serv.d in combat units, there would be en 
advenT. effect on combat unit effectiveness. 

O Strongiy agree 
O Agree 
O Neither agree nor disagree 

O Disagree 
O Strongly disagree 
O Don't know 

'   22. If there were no restriction, on branch assignments. 

. I would pr.f.r to be in: 
, O A combat arms branch (IN. AR FA. AD. AV SF. CE) 

" HA combat support branch (SC. MP. Ml. CM) 

:  Si—i-^-s1—^«*- a O A special branch (JA. CM. rviv-. uv., v   , 

2. Medical and dental benefits for self and immediate 

£o2d to the nearest whole number in doU.rs) 

dollars per month 

-20 — 
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3. Commissary Stores 
SKL^-«« who. *r •" dollars, 

dollars per month- 

M like vou to consider these benefits again. 
Now we would 'f8 yoU £Mte below how much they «- 
Only this time, please ,"»,c» Htna$a Anette were 
worth in term, of your ^ ^%_2HUBHeJüanSauSt 
not already provided by the Arm^ jj    — 

^ "Twe^o- ^ P-V» ■" order 

r8et ÄTSiC this' i. Purely HYPotnetic.» 
. . -nr 

z\ 

.Consider each benefit «P.^^ "0000 
benefit is not worth working longer for.) 

5. Retirement with half pay after 20 year» 

Hours :   Mhv 

if a 

" rCnd«r ne'ett who, number in dollars! 

dollars per month 

per week 

6. Medical and dental benefits for self and 

immediate family 

Hours :   Min. 

per week 

7. Commissary Stores 
Hours :   Min 

z\ 
-21 - 
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11 

Army Exchinge Service 

Hours :    Nlin. 

per week 

B. Other Jobs 

, Since reeving you, comm.ssion, haveyou ever 
held another paid job outs.de of the Army? 

QYes 
n NO 

How many weeks during the pastJJ_rnonths have 

you worked at a paid non-Army )ob? 

Are you currently, working on another job 

outside of the Army? 

O Yes 
O No 

lf YES. p, nswer questions 12-13. if MS- skip to 

Section IX. Comments. 

.„.ntiv working on more than one paid non- 
ASOT SÄ the on. on which you spend 

the most time.) 

in dollars.) 

dollars 

, 3. How many hp^rsiermo^ (on average, do you 
usually work on the non-Army job? 

hours per month 
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z] 
Thank vou very much for your cooperat.on w,th th.s .mportant research. 

■ „ ,KQ .ecu« that mav affect an officer's career decisions. If 

n the space below (continue on back if necessary). 

get in touch with you. 

NAME. 

ADDRESS. 

'HONE (- 

VE GREATLY APPRECIATE YOUR COOPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS SURVEY. 

'LEASE RETURN COMPLETED SURVEY TO: 

AUTOMATION RESEARCH SYSTEMS. LIMITED 
Longitudinal Research On Officer Careers (LROC) 

Project Office 
4501 Ford Avenue. Suite 1100 
Alexandria. VA 22302 

THANK YOU! 

-23- 
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ApPe„dixD=DeScHpaveS.tiS«icSfortheLROCCom!WSiteSfora,eTo«ala„dEve„.HiStory 

Samples 
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S££L Statistic for thr * ™- ^r«^ Totei Sam^  
Composite LROC Survey N Mean 

SD 

Satisfaction with Supervision 

Satisfaction with Peers 

Satisfaction with Promotions 

Satisfaction with the Work Itself 

Tolerance of Military Demands 

Civilian vs. Army Standard of Living 

Civilian Market Ease of Entry 

Characteristics of the Job 

Organizational Identification 

Retention Propensity 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

5,273 
5,259 
4,756 
4,353 

5,325 
5,313 
4,801 
4,392 

5,244 
5,221 
4,732 
4,345 

5,278 
5,278 
4,778 
4,383 

5,300 
5,264 
4,780 
4,372 

5,096 
5,112 
4,639 
4,273 

5,317 
5,317 
4,805 
4,397 

5,156 
5,168 
4,691 
4,303 

5,273 
5,233 
4,760 
4,364 

5,302 
5,281 
4,775 
4,356 

19.2 
18.9 
18.6 
18.8 

3.93 
3.99 
4.01 
4.01 

27.1 
26.4 
26.6 
26.3 

6.04 
6.14 
6.37 
6.19 

19.0 
19.3 
19.6 
19.2 

16.5 
16.8 
16.6 
16.3 

9.73 
9.56 
9.38 
8.79 

14.2 
.      14.2 

14.0 
13.8 

26.3 
26.0 
26.1 
26.0 

-0.000 
0.005 
0.005 
0.007 

3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.7 

1.31 
1.30 
1.28 
1.24 

5.4 
5.4 
5.4 
5.5 

2.74 
2.77 
2.78 
2.73 

4.8 
4.8 
4.9 
4.8 

3.7 
3.8 
3.7 
3.7 

2.72 
2.80 
2.84 
2.79 

3.8 
3.7 
3.7 
3.6 

4.4 
4.5 
4.4 
4.3 

1.92 
1.92 
1.91 
1.92 

Alpha 

.79 

.80 

.82 

.81 

.76 

.78 

.77 

.74 

.80 

.80 

.81 

.82 

.84 

.84 

.83 

.83 

.78 

.79 

.81 

.80 

.77 

.77 

.76 

.76 

.72 

.73 

.74 

.73 

.80 

.79 
80 
.80 

.78 

.78 

.79 

.76 

.91 

.91 
.91 
.91 
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Table D-2 
Descriptive Statistics for the LROC Composites:   Event History Sample 

Composite LROC Survey N Mean 

Satisfaction with Supervision 

Satisfaction with Peers 

Satisfaction with Promotions 

Satisfaction with the Work Itself 

Tolerance of Military Demands 

Civilian vs. Army Standard of Living 

Civilian Market Ease of Entry 

Characteristics of the Job 

Organizational Identification 

Retention Propensity 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1992 

377 
795 

1,003 
930 

383 
802 

1,008 
932. 

377 
795 
997 
929 

375 
797 

1,002 
932 

382 
799 

1,007 
933 

372 
788 
990 
920 

382 
803 

1,011 
935 

371 
790 
998 
929 

380 
733 
921 
932 

381 
795 

1,005 
929 

SD 

19.2 3.6 
18.6 3.7 
18.4 3.8 
18.9 3.5 

3.71 1.33 
3.87 1.38 
3.88 1.30 
3.89 • 1.22 

27.3 5.1 
26.4 4.9 
27.2 5.0 
26.7 5.1 

6.22 2.66 
6.57 2.72 
6.71 2.73 
6.29 2.54 

18.7 4.6 
18.5 4.9 
18.6 4.9 
18.7 4.9 

16.2 3.6 
16.8 3.4 
16.7 3.2 
16.4 3.5 

9.99 2.64 
9.93 2.64 
9.82 2.73 
8.95 2.69 

14.3 3.9 
14.9 3.8 
14.4 3.7 
14.3 3.9 

25.8 4.2 
24.9 4.6 
25.5 4.4 
25.6 4.3 

0.665 1.76 
0.908 1.85 
0.737 1.87 
0.626 1.88 
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